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Abstract

The present dissertation explores aspects of the spamametric variation founish defective
complements of causative and perception verbs in Romance. The study deals with infinitival
and subjunctive clauses with overt lexical subjects in three Romance languages: Spanish,
Catalan and Romanian. | focus on various syntactic phenometize cCaseagreement
system in environments that exhibit defectivel @ependencies (in the spirit of Chomsky
2000; 2001, Gallego 2009; 2010; 2014). | argue in favour of a unifying account of the non
finite complementation of causative and perception venvestigating at the same time the
mechanisms responsible for the migrarametric variation exhibited by the three languages.

| also defend the thesis thakceptional Case MarkinECM) configurations are present in
Romance languages and that infiralicomplements of causative and perception verbs in
Spanish and Catalan, as well as subjunctive clauses in Romanian, are manifestations of
(Romance) ECM cases.

The principal aim of this dissertation is to analyse two (apparently) similar
configurations pging detailed attention to the syntactic and semantic (a)symmetries between
them. These two configurations are made up of causative/perception verbs that subordinate
infinitival clauses. The focus is placed on the behaviour of the infinitival subject waicth
occur pre or postverbally, giving rise to issues of clausal architecture, word order patterns,
the licensing of objects and subjects, and dependencies found at the level of the Case
agreement system.

The goal of the thesis is twofold. On the onadd propose a unified account for the
two configurations based on causative and perception verbs taking infinitival complements.
This account is then extended to the case of Romanian subjunctive in the realm of causative
constructions. On the other hardinvestigate the syntactic strategies that account for the
derivation of the two constructions. My proposal is that, even though causative/perception
verb complements receive the same analysis, Catalan and Spanish differ substantially in the
mechanismsabject shift, verb movement, raisitg-object) they use in the derivation of the

two constructions that are subject to a parametric cut.
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DP  Determiner Phrase
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F Feminine
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FUT Future
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PL Plural

PRES Present
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PRN Pronoun
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SG  Singular

SP  Subject Prefix
S(ubj) Subject

SUBJ Subjuncive

T Tense

TP  Tense Phrase

\Y Verb

VP Verb Phrase






Chapter 1

Introduction

1. Interest of the project

The present dissertation explores aspects of the spamametric variation found in defective
complements of causative and perception verbs in Romance. The study deals with infinitival
and subjunctive clauses with overt lexical subjectshiee Romance languages: Spanish,
Catalan and Romanian. | focus on various syntactic phenomena of thexgCesment
system in environments that exhibit defectivel @ependencies (in the spirit of Chomsky
2000; 2001, Gallego 2009; 2010; 2014). | arguéaiwour of a unifying account of the non

finite complementation of causative and perception verbs, investigating at the same time the
mechanisms responsible for the migrarametric variation exhibited by the three languages.

| also defend the thesis thaxceptional Case MarkingECM) configurations are present in
Romance languages and that infinitival complements of causative and perception verbs in
Spanish and Catalan, as well as subjunctive clauses in Romanian, are manifestations of

(Romance) ECM cases.

1.1. Motivation and aim

There are three main reasons for choosing this subject of inquiry. Firstly, there are no recent
comparative studies of infinitival complements of causative and perception verbs with overt
subjects in Spanish and Catalan. Secqnidigre are no minimalist analyses of the Catalan
causative constructiond’he present investigation is meant to fill a gap in the Catalan
literature on no#finite sentential complementation of the verEire‘see’, deixar ‘let’and
fer ‘make’. | seek to fier a new, updated account to the Catalan facts that can extend to the
other Romance languages that display the same characteristics. Thirdly, Romanian causative
constructions are severely understudied, although their behaviour can shed light on
phenomendhat are not yet well understood in other Romance languages.

The principal aim of this dissertation is to analyse two (apparently) similar
configurations paying detailed attention to the syntactic and semantic (a)symmetries between

them. These two configations are made up of causative/perception vewssubordinate



infinitival clauses. As a point of departure, | propose the structure(lm@nitival
Complementwhich corresponds to the pattern in which the infinitival complement surfaces
with a compéte representation of its (external and internal) arguments: a preinfinitival
subject and the verbal objects. The second structure | will call RIC is an abbreviation for
Reduced Infinitival Complememind represents a constructions in which the infinitsve
placed adjacently to the causative/perception. IC is present in Catalan with perception verbs
and permissiveleixar ‘let’ and in Spanish with both causative and perception verbs. RIC is
found in all Romance languages, except for Romanian. The foclecedpon the behaviour

of the infinitival subject which can occur pr@r postverbally, giving rise to issues of clausal
architecture, word order patterns, the licensing of objects and subjects, and dependencies
found at the level of the Casgreement stem.

The goal of the thesis is twofold. On the one hand, | propose a unified account for the
two configurations based on causative and perception verbs taking infinitival complements.
This account is then extended to the case of Romanian subjuncthe risadm of causative
constructions. On the other hand, | investigate the syntactic strategies that account for the
derivation of the two constructions. My proposal is that, even though causative/perception
verb complements receive the same analysis, &atald Spanish differ substantially in the
mechanisms (object shift, verb movement, raidmgbject) they use in the derivation of the

two constructions that are subject to a parametric cut.

1.2. Outline and structure of the thesis

The second sectiaof chapter 1is an introduction to thifinitival complements of causative

and perception verbs. | define and illustrate the IC and the RIC constructions and delve into
the microvariation present in Romance, surveying the distribution and licensing of the
embedded subjects in these configuratidiee linguistic variation observed in Romance can

be described as follows. In Western Romance, causative and perception verbs are compatible
with two infinitival complement structures (IC and RIC), that licenseirtisubjects in
different syntactic positions. Catalan, French and Italian always build RIC structures with the
verb make.Romanian does not allow RIC with causative and perception verbs, a direct
consequence of the loss of the infinitive and the useeadubjunctive to replace it, especially

in contexts of verbal complementation. Importantly, Spanish is compatible with both IC and
RIC when it comes to the causatiiacer ‘make’, an aspect that will be explored in the

following chapters and accounted forchapter 4.



Chapter 2 introduces various important aspects of the two constructions. One of my
aims is to establish in what measure the morphological nature of the matrix predicates and
their selectional properties determine the amount of complementtake (functional vs.
lexical nature of the causative/perception verbdgfend the thesis that light/functional verbs
are lexically defective predicates, but not devoid completely of semantic cohbenyt.are
different from auxiliaries, modals, andstaeucturing verbs, because they interact more closely
with the lexical semantics and the argument structure of the embedded predicate.

The second chapter alsooks into the main syntactic properties of the RIC
construction, with special focus on the bébar of clitic climbing, long object movement,
impersonalse-passives, phenomena whicjuestion the presence of any syntactic border
between the matrix verb and the infinitival complement

The last section of this chapter offers an overview of the mailyses, both classical
and modern, and it comments on their weak points as seen from a current minimalist
approach. Given the large amount of literature on causative and perception verb
constructions, the overview of accounts is structured so as to cdpe&umaain lines of
investigation | am also interested in the concept of restructuring and how it can be
comprehended in the context of a minimalist analysis of causative and perception verbs
constructions. | will attempt to redefine this notion accordingthe latest theoretical
developments in the understanding of the clausal architedtbeechapter concludes with a
preliminary discussion on the status of the defective infinitival complement setting the
groundwork for the analysis proposed in the fwllog chapter.

Chapter 3 discusses the main theoretical stances assumed throughout the thesis. They
are all couched in the Minimalist Program (see Chomsky 1993 and ssq. work), and, more
specifically, in the later developments in the Minimalist theory, mharttee ProbeGoal
framework, as proposed by Chomsky (2000, 2001). This chapter is both an introduction to
the notion of defectiveness and its syntactic manifestation in the contexts studied here (as
regarded in several recent minimalist works; see Chori8RY and ssq. work, Sola 2002,
Lopez 2007, and, especially, Gallego 2009; 2010; 2014) and an investigation of possible
Romance ECMype constructions involving causative and perception verbs. Apart from this
technical discussion, the goal of this chapteraiso to provide a unified account of the
infinitival complementation of the verbs introduced in the previous chapter and to discuss a
series of exceptions that have received much attenti the literature. A unifieccount

may be a venturesome apprbao the complementation of these verbs especially because



they were considered for a long time to select complements with very few functional layers,
i.e. VPs or TPs, never CPsstart from the premise that the IC and RIC configurations are
both biclaushstructures and that the overt linear order is a consequence of the derivation of
these constructions. The difference does not rest on the type of complement the matrix verb
takes (contra a large amount of literature on the topic; see the chapteri2, Sthey are all
defective CPs, but in the mechanisms at stake in the derivation of these configuiratioss.
current theory, the matrix predicate selects for (or merges directly with) a defective
complement. Hence, no other syntactic artifices aeel te account for the transparency of

the embedded domain (such as restructuring, incorporation, unification of the two verbs in
the lexical component). Building on Chomsky (2000 and ssq. work) and Gallego (2009,
2010, 2014) | propose the following patteffior transitive, unergative and unaccusative

complements):
(1) [cp[re[ve+ EA V* [vp SEE/MAKE [cp Caet [1p Taet [veyp (EA) V¥ [vp Vine (IA)ITIIN]

Defective clauseare not necessarily smaller, they can involve a defective CP layer
(see Ormazabhal 995, Sola 2002, Epstein & Seely 2006, Gallego 2009; 2010, Cornilescu
2013, for different contexts).attempt to reconcile at a conceptual but also at an empirical
level the treatment of the infinitival dependents of causative and perception verbs, by
proposing a unified defective CP analysis.

An analysis that proposes a defective complement for both IC and RIC should
account for (at least) three aspects that have been argued to go against a unified
complementation approach to the verbs under investigathe nature of the matrix
predicate, the double positioning of the embedded subject and the problesdsbwaithe
phenomenon of clitication. My aim to offer a uniform explanation is just apparently
challenged by these three potential problems adddesn the literature on the topics |
examine. Chapter 3 also discusses oflyatactic differences betwed@ andRIC and their
implications for the semantics of these constructions, touching on issues of direct/indirect
causation/perception.

Chapter 4 develops a minimalist analysis of the two constructions giving a
systematic account of the facts noticed in chapter 2 and 3. The goal of this chapter is to
capture the variation | have claimed along pinevious chapters. In deriving andRIC, |
differeniate between transitive and intransitive complements (especially because transitive

contexts are more complex), and explain the assignment of Case. The defedtive C



dependency iD -Befective Probe that fail® license Case to its Goal. This fact mattes
embedded subject (but also object) be probed by elements in the matrix clause. | am
especially concerned with issues of word order and movement in infinitives. Spanish and
Catalan differ minimally in patterns of restructuring contexts. Spanish hazher nerb
movement which explains other syntactic phenomena absent from Catalan. | relate the cross
linguistic differences (such as-Movement, object shift, DOM) found in these constructions

to features of the universal functional category and phase \edte locus of parametric
variation.

The preinfinitival position is special and, as | will demonstrate, it is possible only
under certain circumstanceswill argue in favour of a raisingp-object approach for the
Spanish and Romanian causative cartsions with preinfinitival subjects. | will relate the
availability of the preerbal subject in the complement of causative verbs in Spanish and
Romanian to a general property of these languages of providing themselves with an object
position (throughtie mechanism ajbject shiftas previously argued by Gallego 2010; 201
for Spanish, and Alboiu 1992002, for Romanignand link the possibility of having DOM
with causitives in the two languages to this extra position in one of the specifiers\d? the
that selects the causative predicate.

| extend the analysis of defective TCdependencies to infinitival and subjunctive
complements oface ‘make’ in Romanian. | show that complementisers which appear in
these structures head defective configuratiansl that subjunctive dependents can be
analysed as nefinite clauses. Therefore | treat subjunctive complements on a par with
infinitival ones. Although they have agreement, from a point of view of Tense they can be
considered temporally deficient (thbgive anaphoric Tense), so they are assigned a value in
relation to the timdrame specification of the main predicate (cf. Picallo 1985). The
HPEHGGHG VXEMHFW UHFHLY Haatgdd)vram theQnaticEHQ@eQW IURP 3
(see also Pesetsky & Tego 2001, 2004, 2007) in a raisitigobject configuration.

2. Introducing infinitival complements of causative and perception verbs

The present thesis investigates two contexts offimite complementation of causative and
perception verbs. The cdnsctions to which | refer are made up of causative/perception
verbs which select for infinitival complements, as in the examples in (2). The constructions in
(2a, b) are said to involve a process of complex predicate formation: the matrix verb and the

embedded infinitive form a verbal complex with respect to various syntactic phenomena.



Since Kayne’s (1975) seminal work, examples (2a, b) are known in the literature as instances
of the faire-infinitive construction. The grammaticality of (2c), as opposed the
ungrammatical example in (2d), suggests that the perceptiorveare'see’ in Catalan also

has the option of selecting for a second configuration in which the embedded subject appears
preinfinitively, breaking up the superficial adjacency between riatrix verb and the

embedded infinitive. The causatifer ‘make’ is unable to enter this second construction.

(2) Catalan

a. Hem sentit cantar  els nens.
hearPRES.PERA.PL singINF the children
‘We have heard the childreing.’

b. Hem fet cantar elsnens.
makePRES.PERA.PL singINF the children
‘We have made the children sing.’

C. Hem sentit els nens cantar.
hearPRES.PERA.PL the  children singINF
‘We have hard the children sing.’

d. *Hem fet els nens cantar.

makePRES.PERA.PL the children singINF

Before setting out to discuss the technicalities of my approach to the infinitival
complementation of these verbs, | affer a comprehensive description of the data | will be

looking into along this but also the following chapter.
2.1. Defining IC and RIC

Throughout this study, | will use the abbreviation IC and RIC for referring to the two patterns
identified in (2) The label IC, which corresponds to the configuration (2c), stands for
Infinitival Complementand designates a structure in which the infinitival complement
surfaces with a complete representation of its (external and internal) arguments: a
preinfinitival subject and the verbal objects. RIC is an abbreviatiorR&mtuced Infinitival
Complementand represents the constructions in (2a, b) in which the infinitive is placed
adjacently to the causative/perception verb and the infinitival (logical) subjectrid fa
sentence final positiodC andRIC are used as a notational convenience and | will delay the

justification of the mechanisms responsible for generating the two word orders (see mainly

6



chapter 4), concentrating for now on the empirical motivatioat tBustains my
argumentation. In this chapter, | will deal especially with data coming from Catalan and

Spanish, but | will also take into consideration evidence from other Romance languages.
2.2.  Microvariation in Romance

Considering the complementai of predicates such as perception verbs, some linguists have
noticed that verbs likeeeor hear can take infinitival complements with lexically specified
subjects (cf. Chomsky 1980, Rouveret & Vergnaud 1980) in contexts almost idétiel.
only appaent element that differentiates them is the placement of the embedded infinitival

subject, which can be positioned poe postinfinitivally, as in (3) and (4¥:

(3)  Spanish
a. Maria vio a los  soldados beber agua.
Mary seePAST-3.5GDOM the  soldiers drinkNF water
‘Maria saw the soldiers drink water.’
b. Maria vio beber agua a los soldados
Mary seePAST-3.SG drink-INF water to the soldiers

‘Maria saw the soldiers drink water.’
[Hernanz 1982: 266]

(4) Catalan
a. Vaig sentir la teva cunyada remugar.
hearPAST-1.SG the your sisterin-law  gruntiNF
‘| heard your sistein-law grunt.’
b. Vaig sentir remugar la teva cunyada
hearPAST-1.SG gruntiINF ~ the  your sisterin-law

‘I head your sistefin-law grunt.’
[GLC 2016: 1017]

! As observed for perception verb contextsBuyzio (1986), for Italian; Kayne (1975), Manzini (1983), Reed
(1992), Labelle (1996), Rowlett (2007), for French; Comrie (1938pzer (1976), Zubizarreta (1985), Goodall
(1987), Rosen (1989, 1992), Hernanz (1982, 1999), Trevifio (1992, 1994), Moore (1996), Di TaBjp fa9
Spanish; Alsina (2002), Ciutescu (2013a), for CatdRaposo (1989), Gongalves (1999, 20043 tins (2001,
2004, 2006), Duarte & Gongalves (2002), Soares da Silva (2004), for Portuguese.

2| use the labeDifferential Object Marking(DOM) to mark those preinfinitival subjects that | analyse as
different from the posinfinitival subjects. Therefore, | use the DOM in froih of preinfinitival subjects of
transitive verbs and subjects of intransitive verbs that receive structural accusative Case.

7



Descriptively, the list that allows the double configuration above is quite restricted
(cf. Hernanz 1982: 264), and is largely made up of three classes of verbs. Perception verbs,
such as Spver‘see’, oir ‘hear’,escucharhear/listen to’,observarobserve’,mirar ‘look at’,
sentir ‘feel’ etc., constitute a first cla§sA second class that resembles that of perception
verbs includes causative verbs, such ash@per ‘make’, dejar ‘let’, mandar‘send’, etc*
Hacer ‘make’ is a special case and | will dedicate an ample discussion to iBniten
complementation in the following subsections, as well as in chapters 3 and 4. As for this
second class, | exemplify the two infinitival contexts licensed by Spaaistativalejar ‘let’

and Catalamleixar‘let’ in (5) and (6) below.

(5)  Spanish
a. Abd elKrim apenas dejo a sus hombres celebrar
Abd elKrim hardly let-PAST-3.SG DOM his men celebrateNF
la toma de Igueriben.
the  conquest of Igueriben

‘Abd el-Krim hardly let his men celebrate the conquest of Igueriben.’
[CREA: Silva, L., 2001, Spain]
b. [NJo dejo leer el guidn de la peliculaa los dos
not let-PAST-3.SG readINF the script of the film to the two
nifos protagonistas
children protagonists
‘He did not let the two young protagonists read the script of the film.’
[CREA: El Pais, 1984, Spain]

(6) Catalan
a. Han deixat els nens jugar al parc.
let-PRES.PERRB.PL  the children playNF atthe park
‘They let the children play in the park.’

% Hernanz (1999: 2241) claims that, inside the class of perception verbs in Spanish, althoughe extehsiv
encompassing verbs of both physical and intellectual perception, only those already mentioreelyctaké
infinitival complements. Other verbs of perception suchxasninar'examine’, descubrir‘discover’, distinguir
‘distinguish’, percibir ‘perceive’, etc., select only for finite clauses.

* Following Postal’s (1974) terminology, Hernanz (1982: 264) calls this specific class of verbsténahe
double configuration Type Berbs (along with other objet-subject raising), as opposed to Typevekhs
which would be typical raising verbs. TypevBrbs have the property of being memansitive verbs that do not
select indirect objects (i.e., they are not object control verbs).



b. En Joan ha deixat comprar un gelat a la  Nausica
the John IePRES.PERB.SG buyINF an ice cream to the Nausica
‘Joan let Nausica buy an ice cream.’

[Bonet & Sola 1986: 210]

In addition, there is a third group of verbs that licenses subjects in two different
positions, in similar ptterns. This group includes, beside verbs of physical perception and
causation, verbs of propositional attitude such asc8psiderar‘consider’, creer ‘believe’,
juzgar ‘judge’ or notar ‘note’. Although these verbs of ‘belief do not take infinitival
complements with overt lexical subjects (at least not in Western Romance languigss),
select small clause complements whose subjects (the accusative DPs in examples in (7)) can
optionally appear adjacent to the main predicate or in sentence finabpdsiti Picallo
1985)°

(7)  Spanish
a. Creo a Juan inteligente.
believePRES1.SG DOM John intelligent
‘| believe Juan to bantelligent.’
b. Creo inteligente a Juan
believePRES1SG intelligent bom John

‘| believe Juan to be intelligent.’
[Hernanz 1982: 266]
Catalan

C. Consideraren en Joan incompetent.
considePAST-3.PL  the  John incompetent
‘They considered Joan incompetent.’

d. Consideraren incompetent en Joan
considetPAST-3.PL incompetent the  John

‘They considered Joan incompetent.’

® In Western Romance languages, epistemic verbs do not select infioitivgllements with overt lexical
subjects (as noted by Kayne 1975; 1981; 1989, Rizzi 1982, Manzini 1983, etc.). Romanian is Remanye
language that allows ECM configurations with infinitival/subjunctive complementselevetype verbs (cf.
Cornilezu 2013).

® Small clauses are, roughly speaking, propositional or eventive constructions that lack (somé&neitahl
projections (cf. Williams 1975, Stowell 1981, &an & Hoekstra 1995, Moro 20Q0jhe predicate of the small
clause can contain amdjective phrase, a noun phrase, a prepositional phrase, or an uninflected verb phrase
(Rafel 2000, Basilico 2003)or a very good introduction to the types of small clauses, their categorical status
and functional structure, see Cornilescu (2003-8P3. For small clause analyses in Spanish and Catalan, see
Picallo (1985), Contreras (198Hernanz (1988), Demonte & Masullo (1999), a.o.
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[Picallo 1985: 99]

Going back to the infinitival complementation of causative and perception verbs, one
can find the two configurations introduced above in other Romance languages as well, for
exanple in French (8), (Standard) Italian (9), and (European) Portuguese (10), with both
transitive and intransitive embedded verbs, as noted in classical studies (cf. Kayne 1975,
Burzio 1981; 19867:

(8) French
a. J aivu Jean faire des  bétises.
I SEePRES.PERA.SG John makeINF of-the stupidities
‘I have seen Jean doolishthings.’
b. J aivu faire des bétises a Jean
I SeePRES.PERA.SG makeINF of-the stupidities to John

‘I have seen John do foolish things.’
[Kayne 1975: 232]
C. Il laissera son amie manger les gateaux.

he let-FUT-3.SG his friend eaiNF the cakes
‘He will let his friend eat the cakes.’

d. Il laissera manger les géateaukx son amie
he let-FUT-3.SG eatINF the cakes to his friend

‘He will let his friend eat the cakes.’
[Kayne 1975: 221]
(9) Iltalian

a. Vidi Maria mangiare la mela.
SeePAST-1.SG Mary eatINF  theapple

‘| saw Maria eat the apple.’
[Casalicchio 2013: 273]

b. Ho visto fare un discorso a Maria
SEeePRES.PERA.SG makeINF a discourse to Mary

‘| saw Maria give a discourse.’
[Casalicchio 2013: 277]

" European Portuguese does not allow the embedding of transitives under perception verbs in RIC
configurations (cf. Aa Licia Santos, p.c., Duarte & Ggalves 2002).

0] *O Jdio viu lavar 0 card Ana.
the John sepAsT-3.sGwashINF the car to Anne
‘Jodo saw Ana wash the car.’
[Duarte & Gorgalves 2002: 166]
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C. Piero lascia Giovanni riparare lauto.
Peter let-PRES3.SG John repairINF the-car
‘Piero lets Giovanni repair the car.’

d. Piero lascia riparare lautoa Giovanni
Peter let-PRES3.SG repairINF thecar to John

‘Piero lets Giovanni repair the car.’
[Burzio 1981: 409]

(10) EuropeanPortuguese
a. Vi 0s policiasprender o ladréo.
SeePAST-1.SGthe cops arrestF the thief

‘| saw the cops arrest the thief.’
[Martins 2001: 11]
b. A mae viu chegar 0s miudos

the mother seePAST-3.SG arriveINF the children

‘Mother saw the children come.’
[Duarte & Gongalves 2002: 161]
C. @) Jodo deixou o] passaro voar.

the  John let-PAST-3.SG the bird fly-INF

‘Jodo let the bird fly.’
[Soares da Silva 2004: 586]
d. O Jodo deixou cair o] livro.

the  John let-PAST-3.SG fall-INF the book
‘Joéo let the book fall.’
[Soares da Silva 2004: 5B4
Among the Romance languages, Romanian has a special status in what concerns the
use of infinitives in the complement of perception and causative verbs. As some authors have
observed (cf. Nicula 2012, Niculescu 2013), Romanian admitted only marginally
constructions with full infinitives (i.e.proceeded by the particke ‘to’) embedded under
perception verbs, very likely influenced by other Romance languages, such as French.
Examples (11&) are adapted from Niculescu (2013: 100) and (11d) is taken Niooia
(2013: 323)°

8 Full infinitives are now used only in contexts of indirect percepfnNicula 2012, 2013)The pattern [SEE
+ a-INF] is restricted to environments in which the infinitive is either the adibbe’ or the verta aveahave’
and always describes att of indirect/cgnitive perceptionSeg in this case, has theeaning of ‘consider’.
Examples are taken froNicula (2012: 9798).

0) a. 6XQW DELD I9H OD QM XP@VDWHD Eeth D IL
be-PRES1.sGhardly on the middle bodkeF but not seeresi.sGa-beINF something
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(11) Romanian

a. 9 ] Xan IO F LL scuturdndwee 0L pletele...
seen havePAST-1.SG lads tossing their tresses
aL fruntea lor a se increL I U devreme.
and forehead their aREFL-wrinkle-INF  without of time

‘| have seen the young men tossing their hair... henl torehead wrinkle
beforetime...’

b. DR X persoane din  comitetul de unde atarnam
two persons from committedrom where hangIPERF1.SG
DX]LU a se vorbi de UFRDOD PHD
hearPAST-3.PL aREFL-talk-INF of schoolmine
‘Two people from the committee to which | begma heard someone talk
about my school.’

C. El a auzit D YRUEL UL VLPDLPHQWHOH SULQ N
he heaPAST-3.SGatalk-INF and ashowINF feelings through voice
HO YRLHUOWH IDF asemenea.
he wantPRES3.SG s - do-SUBJ.PRESalike

‘He heard someone talk and express é&dihgs, and he wants to do the

same.’

d. S au auzit n WDEYWDMPD nu@ERMXQHWH GH WUKPEL |
REFL hearPAST-3.PL in camp enemes many sounds of trumpets
a face JKOFHDY

imoral Tn ea.

immoral in she

‘I have only got to the middle of the book, but | do not see anything immoral in it.’
b. Napoli, Q X Y G aavea mari MXF.WRUL

Naples, not seeReEs1.sGa-haveINF great players

‘Naples, | do nosee it have great players.’

In this respect, compare (i) to the English example (ii).

(ii) We saw John to be a good student.
[Felser 1999: 2]

As known, wherseetakes a bare infinitival complement (BI, the infinitive witheéalt it reports direct
perception and it is epistemically neutral (cf. Barwise 198f@ginbotham 1983). Another corgment option
for seeis an infinitival with an overt accusative subject (tbdNF), theAccusative with Infinitiveonstruction
(selected also by epistemic and volition verbs), which, semantically, takes onnautcal epistemic reading
(cf. Dretske 969, Moulton 2009). Syntactically Bl are treated as VPst(@u & Hoekstra 1995pr AspP
(Felser 1999), devoid of any other functional projections. The complement is a verbal smaldelaoteg an
event (cf. Higginbotham 1983, Barwise & Perry 1983sBas 1990).
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a-makeINF  noise

‘In the enemy’'s camp, many trumpet soumgse heard making a noise.

The patterns with infinitival complements are very rare. PragaytRomanian
appeals exclusively to the use of gerund clauses in contexts of direct percghiatnyvould
correspond to the infinitive constructions found in Western Romafdeere are good
reasons to believe that the gerund clause in Romanian successfully replaces the same
syntactic position the infinitive occupies in a direct perception corstgur in the other
Romance Languages and covers many of its functions.

Casalicchio (2013: 284) analyses the behaviour of some Ladin variants from Northern
Italy that also show ungrammaticality or marginality when embedding infinitives under
perception vibs. These languages select instead gerund clauses (as in Gardenese, a Ladin
variety, or as in Sardinian and Romansh) or prepositional infinitives (as in Fodom and
Ticinese).According tothis author, there is a strong correlation between the lack of the
infinitive selected by verbs of perception and the development of the gerund complement as
an argument of the matrix verb. The gerund in Ladin dialects does not show the same
distribution and syntactic behaviour as the Spanish gerunds, for example, wiiich le
Casalichio (2013: 28803 to the conclusion that the gerunds selected by verbs of
perception in these language behave as ECM complenagntsiot as adjunct phrases (see
also Borgonovo 1994 FBince the Gardense gerund would correspond to the simpiéivef
in standard ltalian,this gerund should receive the same analysis as the infinitival

complement. As | said, it is found in scenarios typical for infinitiWemterestingly,

° Of course, perception verbs in Western Romance can also select gerund clauses, prepositioves afithit
pseudorelative constructions yielding a direct perception interpretation. Gerund is used pretommnant
Spanish, Catalan, FrencBardinian, Romansh, and (Northern) Ladin (cf. Casalicchio 2013). Prepositional
infinitive (infinitive introduced by the prepositioa) is found in (European) Portuguese, in Gdilidian
dialects, in some Rhael®omance dialects (such as Friulian), bsbah Fodom and Ticinese (cf. Casalicchio
2013: 310). Pseudorelatives are highly used in Italian, but also in Spanish, Catalan, and FreaclanRipes

not have pseudorelative complements (see Alboiu & Hill 2012, 2013, for arguments in favour lefrtis c

19 Many of the tests employed for determining the syntactic behaviour of the gerund complementeisésard
can be successfully applied to the Romanian gerund clatgesoncisely summarize the main ones: they can
be used with impersonal/weather \&riwithout an expressed subject (ia, b), the gerund subject can be preverbal
or postverbal, imposing no restriction word order (ic, d), and the gerund complement can accommodate clitic
and negation (ie, f).

0] a. Aud SORXKQG eata)X J O
hearPRES1.SG raining  with buckethe)
‘| hear it raining cats and dogs.’
b. Aud vorbinduse de asta.
hearPrRES1.5G talking- REFL about this
‘I hear someone talking about it.’
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Romanian, Gardense, and the otlaerguages that are deprived of the senpifinitive in
contexts of direct perception have maintained an ambiguous (monoclausal/biclausal) nature
of the gerund-'

Romanian causative® Vd¥ and face‘make’ can embed infinitive clauses. These
constructions are, however, degraded (although not to the extent of those involving verbs of
perception) and restricted to certain (formal) registers. The infinitive was replaced by the
subjundive in many contexts of complementation in Romanian (see Joseph 1983, Dyer 1985,
7TRPLU -RUGDAQ *5 T DQG UHIHUHQFHV WKH
complements made no exceptidnThus, for instance, the infinitival complements in

sentence§l?a, b) are usually expressed using subjunctive clauses (12c, d):

(12) Romanian
a. - D O VDW copii SHa se juca
CL-M-3.PL-ACC let-PAST-3.SG DOM children aREFL-play-INF
n curtea FRO
in yard school
‘S/He let the children play in the schoolyard.’

c. 9 G IUXQJHOH F ]kQG
SeePRES1.SG  leaves falling
‘| see the leaves falling.’
d. 9 G F 1kQG IUXQ]JHOH
seePRES1.SG falling leaves
‘| see the leaves falling.’
[GALR 2008: 534]

e. Am auzit o] cantand. (fata, melodia)
hearPAST-1.SG CL-F-3.SG.ACC singing CL-F-3.SG.ACC girl-the songhe
‘| hear her singing it.’
f. Lea DP Y [XW neodBimtiugeR Q la stop.
CL-M-3.SGACC-him ®ePAST-1.SG PE John notstoppingREFL at traffic light
‘I saw John who did not stop at the traffic signal.’
[Niculescu 2013: 97]

™ This observation opens the discussion of the lexical/functional nature of the main verb in tstsetimms
too. It is beyond the scope of this study to investigate the gerund clause or to draw a parallel betgerendhe
complement and the infinitive one in Spanish and Catalan. The Spanish gerund complement diverges
structurally from the infinitival one, as shown Borgonovo (1994), Di Tullio (1998)-ernandez Lagunilla
(1999) Roegiest (2003: 31214), and Casalicchio (2013: 2280). For Catalan, the reader can consulfieu
(2002).The gerund clause selected by a verb of perception in Romanian has also reéfeireed dnalyses in
the literature. The reader can turn to Avram (2003), Alboiu & Hill (20D8)delegan (in GR 2013), and
Niculescu (2013)or discussion.
12 The loss of infinitives is a typical feature of other languages included in the Bafkachbud, such as
Albanian, Macedonian, Bulgarian or Modern Greek. The replacement of the infinitive by the subjbageéw
before the XV century. It is attested in all the Balkan dialects, although the degree of substitution differs for
each language (cf7RPL ,Q FRQWHPSRUDU\ 5RPDQLDQ WKH SURFHVV LV
221).
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b. L- DI FXW WkQ US H lupta
CL-M-3.SGACC makePAST-3.SG DOM young man afight-INF
pentru fericirea lui.
for happiness  his

‘S/He made the young man fight for his happiness.’

C. - D O VDWe copii V  V Hjoace
CL-M-3.PL-ACC let-PAST-3.SG DOM children V-REFL-play-SUBJPRES
n curtea. FROLL
in yard school

‘S/He let the children play in the schoolyard.’

d. L- DI FXW pe WkQ U V OXSWH
CL-M-3.SGACC makePAST-3.SG DOM \RXQJ P Bight-SMBJ.PRES
pentru fericirea lui.

for happiness  his

‘S/He made the young man fight for his happiness.’

It is important to mention the fact that Romanian causatives do not build verbal
complexes with their embedded verbs (and therefors; dwe not license a poserbal
position for the embedded subject). They always occur in what seems to be a typical ECM
structure, in which the embedded subject checks accusative Case against thePreatdx
moves to a position in the matrix domain, ae Bifferential Object Marker(i.e., DOM
marker) on the subject (the prepositfeion’) suggests.

As regards the behaviour of the causatiwakein Western Romance, the overall
picture is interesting as well: while it allows for a double infinitival ptementation

configuration in Spanish (13) and (European) Portuguese-{imatalan (15), Italian (16),

13 Apart from the two configurations that it shares with Spanish, Portuguese allows another enviionment
which inflected infinitives can be accommodated under causative verbs (i). They are possible only with
subjects in preinfinitival position. The subjearb agreement in (i) is optional (see also Raposo 1989;
Gongalves 1999, 200Martins 2001, 2004, 200€0sta & Gongalves 1999).

0] Mandaram 0s poicias prender(em) o ladrao
sendPAST-1.SG the cops arredtF-INFL the thief
‘They sent the cops to arrest the thief.’
[Martins 2006: 327Portuguesg

The discusion is complex due to certain aspects of the behaviour of European and Brazilian
Portuguese causatives that set them apart from other Romance languages. Among these aspedtewe find
competition between the three constructions, the pervasive usarghr ‘send to’ to the detriment dazer
‘make’, and the semantic differences between these two verb&¢sealves 2002 an&oares da Silva 2012,
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and French (17) the preinfinitival subject position is ruled out, ranélealways builds a
verbal complex with the embedded predicéte.

(13) Spansh
a. Hizo a los contribuyentepagar demasiadosmpuestos
makePAST-3.5G DOM the contributors payINF too much taxes
‘S/He made the contributors pay t@ny taxes.’
b. Hizo pagar demasiados impuestaslos contribuyentes
makePAST-3.SG payINF too much taxes to the contributors

‘S/He made the contributors pay to many taxes.’
[Trevifio 1994: 51]
(14) European Portuguese

a. A Maria fez 0s miudos ler esse livro.
the Mary = makePAST-3.SG the children readINF that book
‘Maria madethe children read that book.’
b. A Maria fez ler esse libro aos miudas
the Mary makeAST-3.SG readINF that book tothe children
‘Maria made the children read thaidk.’
[Soares da Silva 2004: 588]

who touch on all these isssues). Providing a detailed analysis of the Portuguese data andy,efpeciall
corstruction in (i) falls beyond the range of investigation undertaken here.

% This fact is at least surprinsing since the preinfinitival position is attested in Old Catalae,daga in (ia)
shows. We find the same pattern in Old French (ib) and Oldritéic) as well:

0] Old Catalan
a. Cor, per meritzd' él, [...] a feyts mortz ressuscitar
cause for merits of him hemeEs3.sG madedead resurretINF
‘Because, thanks to him, (...) and he made dead people resurrect.’
[Gavarré & Massanell 2013: 4]

Old French
b. Besoing fai vielle trotter.
need makerPAST-3.5G old run

‘Need makes old woman run.’
[Bartra 2013: 3]
Old Italian
C. [...] alla ‘mpresa / chefe’ Nettuno ammiral® ombra d’ Argo.
the action that makeasT3.sGNeptune admire thshadow ofArgo
‘the action that made Neptune admire Argos’s shadow.’
[Cerbasi 1997: G7-168]

Although Italian and Catalan are consistent in the use of the RIC pattern, modern French seems to be

subject to certain dialectal variation. Reed (1992) cites some examples with preinfinitival Snbjgtsidian
French spoken in Ottawa (Ontgremd Hull (Qubec).
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(15) Catalan
a. Al concert, van fer cantar I Estaca a Llach
to-the concert, mak®AST-3.PL SiNGINF theEstaca to Llach
‘At the concert, they made Llach sing «I'Estaca».’
[Anna Pineda, p.c.]
b. *El Joan va fer la Maria comprar un llibre.
the John makePAST-3.SG the Mary buyINF a book
[Villalba 1992: 363]

(16) Italian
a. Piero fece riparare lauto a Giovanni
Peter makePAST-3.SG repairiNF the-car to John
‘Piero made Giovanni repair the car.’
b. *Piero fece Giovanni riparare l'auto.
Peter mak®AST-3.SG John repairiNF the-car

[Burzio1981: 409]
(17) French
a. Jean fera acheter ces livres & Marie
John makeFUT-3.SG buyINF those books to Mary
‘Jean will make Marie buy thesbooks.’
[Rouveret & Vergnaud 1980: 156]
b. *Marie fera Jean lire ce livre.
Mary makeFUT-3.SG John readiNF that book
[Rouveret & Vergnaud 1980: 132]

The following chart is meant to illustratke microvariation found in Romance with

respect to word order, and, more specifically, to the placement of the embedded subject:
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(18) Microvariationin Romance with emphasis word order in the complement

Matrix Pattern Romance languags
verb Catalar | Frenct | Italian | Spanis| | E.Portuguese| Romanial
V)

see IC 9 9 9 9 9 9
let [Subj VineODbj] | 9 9 9 9 9 9
make 8 8 8 9 9 9
see RIC 9 9 9 9 9 8
let [Vine Obj Subj] | 9 9 9 9 9 8
make 9 9 9 9 9 8

Descriptively, the table in (18) shows several faittat concern the linguistic
variation observed in Romance: (a) in Western Romance, causative and perception verbs are
compatible with two infinitival complement structures (IC and RIC), that license their
subjects in different syntactic positions (and whdSases are determined in the larger
structure in which the infinitive is inserted), (b) Catalan, French and Italian always build RIC
structures with the verimake(a pattern in which the causative and the infinitival complement
form a cohesive syntacticnii, behaving as a single Casmrking domain), and (c)
Romanian does not allow RIC with causative and perception verbs, a direct consequence of
the loss of the infinitive and the use of the subjunctive to replace it, especially in contexts of
verbal compgmentation. Importantly, Spanish is compatible with both IC and RIC when it
comes to the causatiacer'make’, an aspect that will be explored in the following sections

and accounted for in chapter 4.
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Chapter 2

Infinitival complements to causative angberception verbs

1. Introduction

As shown in the previous chapter, the general claim made by many linguists is that causative
and perception verbs take either a simple VP complement or a complement that lost its
functional projections, if it ever hadhya The phenomenon of clitic climbing, the presence of
long object movement and impersosalpassives have been used as criteria for diagnosing
transparent infinitival complements that lack clausal properties. | define and detail them in
the following lires. The outline of this chapter has the following structure. The second
section examines the essential attributes of the matrix predicates and addresses the lexical
functional nature of the causative and perception verbs. Section 3 looks into the main
properties of the RIC construction, with special focus on the behaviour of clitic climbing,
long object movemense passives, which argue in favour of a transparent infinitival domain.
Section 4 offers an overview of the main analyses, both classical andmmaeael it
comments on their weak points as seen from a current minimalist approach. The chapter

concludes with a preliminary discussion on the status of the defective infinitival complement.
2. The nature of the matrix verb

The fact that these predieathave been used in a type of reduced constructions (i.e.,
our RIC) led many linguists to consider them semantically poor or even empty predicates (cf.
Cerbasi 1997). In this sense, they resemble auxiliaries (see Aissen 1974; 1979, Aissen &
Perlmutter 198, Hyman & Zimmer 1976, Rochette 1988, Di Tullio 1998), sawmiiliaries
(see Hernanz 1999, Enghels 2012, Enghels & Roegiest 2013), affixes/bound morphemes (see
Zubizarreta 1985, Li 1990, Guasti 1993, Alsina 1996), derical verbs (cf. Emonds 2001)
or @mifunctional predicates (see Di Sciullo & Rosen 1990, Cinque 2004, 2006, Cardinaletti
& Shlonsky 2004).

In their classical works, Rizzi (1982) and Burz{@986) assume that only
semantically weak verbs combine with other predicates to form compleicgte=d Burzio

(1981, 1986) is also among the first to maintain that Italian causative configurations are
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similar, in many respects, to the configurations built on a restructuring protsthe same
vein, Rochette (1988: 223) deliberates over thesusklaisser ‘let’ and faire ‘make’ in
French and Italian andaims that “there is such a requirement that the verb be understood as
conveying little information in order to be able to appear in a restructuring context”. Behind
the possibility of restruating, we find the ability of a speaker to use a main verb as an
auxiliary: the less semantic import a verb has, the most likely it is to be used as a
restructuring verb. Soares da Silva (20B2yues that analytic causative constructions are
more grammatialized in French and Italian than in Spanish and Portuguese, both in meaning
(because of the semantic bleaching of the causative verb) and in synthesis (due to a stronger
structural event integration).

Hernanz (1999: 2257) claims thHadcer‘'make’ in Smanish has a seraiuxiliary status
that enables it to be involved in a restructuring process that alters the complementation
relation between these verbs and their-fioite complements, transforming a bisentential
clause into a single complex clause, tlgio the deletion of the boarders of the embedded
clause® More recently, Wurmbrand (2006: 314) states keandmakecausatives are cross
linguistically verbs that restructure, and places them on an intermediate position on the scale
of restructuring (), in between restructuring predicates (modals, aspectual, motion verbs)
that show a high degree of restructuring across languages and other verbs {gydeaes

or implicative verbs) that are subject to restructuring only in some langhiages.

! Burzio (1981: 626) cite¥an TielDi Maio (1975), (1978) for Italian and Aissen & Perlmutter (1976) for
Spanishwho pioneered the first proposals on the restructuring constructions that could extend and @over als
causative constrtions.

2 For relevant discussion on restructuring based on modals, aspectual or motion verbs, prediteie$éeat

said in the literature to be the typical candidates for restructuring constructions, the reesferred to the
analyses put forth ifEvers (1975), Rizzi (1976, 1978, 1982), Aissen and Perlmutter (1976, 1983), Strozer
(1976), Fresina (1981, 1982), Napoli (1981), Burzio (1981, 1986), Zagona (1982), Manzini 835z &

Rigau (1984), Picallo (1985, 1990), Rochette (1988, 1990), R(Ee89, 1990), Roberts (1993, 1997), Cinque
(1998, 1999, 2001, 2006), Wurmbrand (1998, 2001, 2006, 2015)(2B8I2), inter aliaSee also Cinque (2004:

165, fn.1; 2006: 11, fn. 1), Wurmbrand (20011% and Wurmbrand (2006: 3-B23) for lists which comtin the

major analyses that treat the phenomenon of restructuring in Romance and other languages (fac German
languages see especially Wurmbrand 2001 and references therein).

3 Hernanz (1982) does not explicitly use the notion of ‘restructuring’, buashemes the same process for the
building of the complex predicate, as in Hernanz (1999).

“Wurmbrand (2001, 2006) includes in her list languages such as German, Dutch, Spanish, Itakganase.J

® In a previous work, Wurmbrand (2001: 145) treats atiws and perception verbs in German as semi
functional elements, positioned irvaiceor aspecthead.
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(1)  Grades of restructuring

Type of verb Grade of restructuring Degree of
restructuring

Modal verbs Generally among restructuring predicates Highest

Aspectual verbs Generally among restructuring predicates I

Motion verbs Generally among restructuring predicates I

Causatives Generally among restructuring predicates )

try, managedare Some degree of restructuring (some languages) !

(Other) irrealis, Minimal degree of restructuringome languages) |

implicative verbs )

Propositional verbs | Generally not among restructuring predicates | ?

Factive verbs Generally not among restructuring predicates Lowest

[adapted from Wurmbrand 2006: 314]

Discussing the interaction of causative/perception verbs with passives and
restucturing predicates, Cinque (1998: 37, 2006: 69) concludes that causative and perception
verbs should be placed in two distinct functional heads on his rigidly ordered cartography of
the functional projections in a clause (as first proposed in Cinque 1998). Cinque does
not assumea syntactic process of clause union in the case of restructuring verbs. In his
analysis, these verbs are directly merged in a functional head in a monoclausal structure (they

do not derive from a biclausal one) of the typ€2in

(2) ... Voice® > Perception® > Causative® > AsRiveq)/ (ASPeontinuativeqr) > Andative® >
ASPcompletive(ily
[Cinque 1998: 49]

Causative and perception verbs are found on the hierarchy of Cinque’s functional
predicates (2), but they are slightly different from what Cinque (2006n689) calls purely

functional restructuring verb&First, the former predicates contribwte (external) argument

® There is still a lot of debate on delimiting the class of (typical) restructuring verbs and theatmms in

which they are inserted. On the onant, there is the question of whether they are functional or lexical
categories. On the other hand, there is the problem of monoclausality or biclausality approaeh to th
restructuring configurations. Cinque (2006) defends the thesis according to whitlttuesg verbs are
marked as functional in the lexicatirectly inserted in their corresponding functional heads always giving

rise to monoclausal structures. These structures are normally transparent for phenomena sigatliebiclg

or long dject preposinglt has been argued however that the presence of transparency effects is not a sufficient
reason to defend a monoclausal approach, and, implicitly, the functional nature of the restruetbriffpr
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to the complex predicate (as opposed to restructuring verbs) and also operate on the
arguments of the lexical verb (as we have seerausative constructiongpr example,
external arguments of the embedded verb are expressed grammatically in the same way as
internal arguments, i.e., as direct objects). Second, the specific slots their heads occupy on
Cinque’s universal hierarchy are ribiat rigid, they are able to occur in different positions
across languages. Third, they can reiterate (Cinque 2006: 79, fn.18). Therefore, Cinque labels
them semifunctional verbs (in accordance with Cardinaletti & Shlonsky 2004 who use the
term ‘quasifunctional verbs’).

Despite the general assumption that verbs in restructuring configurations are less
thematic than lexical verbs, | believe that it is not enough to claim that causative and
perception verbs are semantically poor just for being good caheldfor entering a
reduced/restructuring construction (cf. Watanabe 1993, Moore 1996, Hernanz 1999). A
survey of the complementation of these verbs should take into account varielRerpance
aspects that concern the common uses of these predicatatsadbtite differences that occur

within the same language.
2.1.  On the notion of complex predicate

RIC with causative or perception verbs is said to be a showcase of what is largely
known as a&omplex predicatésee Rizzi 1982, Burzio 1986, Rosen 198®asti 1993; 1997,
2005), since it involves a sequence of two verbal elements that behave like a single syntactic
unit, especially for Casehecking purpose®IC presents the diagnostics of an impoverished
structure, which is normally deprived of Tensmjections and which shows transparency
effects such as clitic climbing (see Kayne 1989, 1991) or long passives (cf. Rizzi 1982,
Aissen & Perlmutter 1983, Cinque 1998)though a complex predicate is made up of two
(or more) elements (or eeerbs, as Svenius 2008 calls them), it behaves syntactically as a
monoclausal structure (Alsina 1993; 1996; 1997, Butt 1995; 2003; 2010, Butt & Geuder
2001), with a single specification for Tense (but also for Aspect and Modality).

relevant discussion see Hernanz & Ri§4084), Kayne (1989), Llinas (1991), Sola (2002), Amadas (1999,
2002),Wurmbrand (2004), Cardinaletti & Shlonsky (2008nzalez (2008), arBlalza (2012).

"It is difficult to define the term ‘complex predicate’ because it can be understood in sewesalma broad
sense, any predicate can be complex (whether or not it contains features that are phonologitally ove
According to Svenonius (2008), any predicate that consists of more than one piece is compleatrdv a n
sense, linguists usually refer serial verb constructions and light verb constructions as complex predicates. For
Butt (1995, 2003, 2010) the term complex predicate designates a construction that involves twe or mo
predicational elements (e.g., nouns, verbs and adjectives) whtdctsgally behave as a single unit, mapping
their arguments onto a monoclausal structure, @mributing to ajoint predication(cf. Butt 2010: 50)

22



The formation of a complex predte can be obtained in different ways, in
compliance with the syntactic theory and the principles and assumptions that hold in the
frameworks they are studied. In the context of causative and perception verb constructions, a
starting point of investigatn should be delimiting whether we deal with a complex
predication that is morphological or syntactic. For instance, (predominantly) in the case of
causative constructions, the literature distinguishes between languages that have merphology
based causatisation processes (such as Turkish, Quechua, Urdu or Bantu languages) and
languages that form the causative construction in the syntax (e.g., Romance larfguages).

With respect to Romance languages, we can distinguish two main directions, the same
that Wumbrand (2007: 244) identifies for the analysis of other complex predicates in
German: on the one handomplex head approaches, and, on the other hand, XP
complementation approaches. Complex head approadstslate that the two verlisrm a
lexical compaite (basegenerated as a single V), while XBmplementation accounts argue
in favour of the independence of the two verbs, which would formally translate into the
presence of different syntactic headselieve that complex predicates that involve ctiusa
and perception verbs are obtained in the syntax, not in the lexacwhpresuppose the
embedding of syntactic structure (i.e., a clause), in spite of the fact that their functional
structure resembles that of a simple predicBherefore, | considethat thelabel ‘complex
predicate’ applied to causatives and perception verb constructions is, to some extent,
deceiving, for it induces the idea that two verbs are taken from the lexicon and merged
together under the same verbal projection. This isheotase since the matrix predicate and
the embedded head autonomous verbal projections, endowed with their own argument
structure. As | will show in chapter 4, these configurations are attained derivationally, in the
syntax, even though it is true that yhepparently function as a complex predicate mostly
when it comes to Case. Nevertheless, if Case can be accounted for in a different way, there is
no need to recur to the theory of unification of the two verbal heads in a certain type of
lexical V-V compouwnd, as some monoclausal analyses have done (for example, the parallel
structures proposed by Zubizarreta 198b$ciullo & Williams 1987 oiGoodall 1987).

Svenonius (2008: 49) agrees with the view that complex predicatesinclude a wide range of categsribut
typically one piece is either a verb or an auxiliary” and theerb may be a verb, an adjective, or a noun.

& Shibatani (1976) argues that morphological causatives (e.g., Jagasesausatives) are, in fact,-biausal
structures. Otherwisehhpnomena related to scope yielded by adverbial modification and reflexive binding in
these constructions would remain unexplained. These tests indicate that even some morpholagicalscaus
can embed a sentential complement, a fact that would enlargpélsrum of productive causatives, which
would be of both morphological and periphrastic type. For typological studies that focus on ngicpholo
causative constructions, see Comrie (1976, 1981), Shibatani (1976, 2001), Dixon & Aikhenvald E2000).
ChicheCa causatives, a Bantu language, see Alsina (1993; 1996).
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An important aspect of the RIC construction with causative and perception verbs has
to do with thecomplementation they take, and the mechanisms used to derive the superficial
unification of the matrix verb and subordinate one. | should differentiate between those
analyses that defend the existence of a clausal complement, as in the classical litertéeire
topic (see Kayne 1975, Rouveret & Vergnaud 1980, Rizzi 1982, Burzio 1986, Baker 1988),
and those approaches that posit smaller categories, such as VPs (as in Manzini 1983, Marantz
1985, Rochette 1988, Rosen 1989, Li 1990, Masullo 1992, Villalb2, 199%asti 1993; 2007,
Labelle 1996, Lopez 2001, a.0.). The strategies of verbal unification according to many of the
two approaches are generally the same. They are obtained through V/VP movement (to the
matrix clause or to a specifier position closerhte matrix clause), usually after the clausal
borders are removed, or incorporation of the embedded verb into the head of
causative/perception verb takes place.

Within Relational Grammar, Aissen & Perlmutter (1976, 1988ply a structure
changing operatin and derive a simple structure from a biclausal ®he. infinitive starts
out as clausal complement, but then a transformation removes the sentential boundaries and
monoclausality is obtained through a process of clause umhiorihe transformational
tradition, the monoclausal behaviour has been achieved in several ways. In approaches that
treat the infinitival clause as a sentential complement, the formation of a complex verb is
attained derivationally. For instance, Burzio (1986) and Hernanz (1998@masshat
causative and perception predicates are able to triggele@H®on. Subsequently, the head of
the embedded sentence is removed, and in the absence of clausal borders, the verb phrase is
allowed to move, a procedure that brings closer the matdxlae embedded verb. To attain
a monoclausal structure, several authors claim that the embedded infinitive is allowed
through overt incorporation in the matrix V (as in Den Dikken 1990, Guasti 1993, Villalba
1992; 1994) or covert incorporation, as in Bake988). Not all biclausal analyses assume a
monoclausal outcome even though certain tools of clause unification have been presupposed.
Kayne (1975), Rouveret & Vergnaud (1980), Rizzi (1982) and Baker (1988) choose to
preserve the embedded sentential llauies, although come up with different mechanisms to
justify argument structure projections, issues of word order or-€aseking properties. In
their opinion, RIC configurations are also derived bym@vement (or VAmovement,
depending on the transitiyi of the embedded verb). Rouveret & Vergnaud (1980) recurs to

thematic rewriting rule or reanalysis (see also Rochette 1988). The common trait of these
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analyses is the claim that the verbal movement does not destroy the embedded sentential
boundary.
Independent of the mechanisms usedtfer unification of the two verbs, in biclausal
analyses it predominatéise idea thathe complements are tendeficient and the arguments
of the infinitive require the matrix clause for Case. In monoclausal analysebke arther
hand, it is claimed that this is not just a question of tense deficiency. The reason that drives
the building of the verbal complex is said to be a consequence of the need of matrix
predicates to fill their thematic structure (see Strozer 1R@6en 1989, Alsina 1993, 1996,
Roberts 1997), as they are not fully lexical verbs (thus resembling auxiliaries, light verbs, or
even restructuring verbs). This aspect is crucial for the understanding of the verbal complex,
at least from the standpoint$ Rosen (1989), Alsina (1993, 1996) and Butt (199%jese
works treat matrix verbs involved in complex predicate formation as a type of light verbs
whose argument structure is incomplete. Rosen (1989) posits a proéegsimient Merger
to account for complex predicates in Romance. In her view, the argument structure of the
matrix predicate is incomplete, therefore the argument structures of the two verbs should
combine, and one of the arguments of the light verb is replaced with the argument structure
of the embedded predicate, which is complete (this argument is usually an Event argument).
Albeit cast in a different frameworldlsina (1993, 1996) and Butt (1995) coin the concepts
of Predicate Compositioand Argument Fusiomespectively in order to accouior Romance
and Urdu complex predicatddutt (1995) also proposes that t@mplex predicate formation
is triggered by the presence of a transparent event in the argument structure of a IPght verb.
Within the framework ofLexicatFunctional GrammarAlsina (1993, 1996, 1997)
considers thathe causative predicate is an incomplete predicate that must undergo predicate
composition with another predicaite order to be syntactically well formed.The argument
taking abilities of the matrix causative verbedeto be completed by the argument structure
of another predicate, which eventually yieldse single, complex, argument structure.
Therefore, the incomplete predicate behaves as a defective verb (cf. Alsina 199@h201).
complex predicate is formed iryr#gax in Catalan, by joining the causative verb and a verb
phrase headed by the embedded predicate into a larger phrase, through conmpdsigon.

two predicates compose when they are in a structural sisterhood redgaimincomplete

® More technically, Butt (1995:14845) proposes that a transparent event, in contrast to a simple event, has a
deficient nature, it cannot stand on its own and must either unify with anothérserveture. In her view, only
transparent Events may trigger complex predicate formation.

10 Butt (1995), following Alsina (1993), also claims that periphrastic complex predicates are mamoclaus
configurations whose argument composition is handledeisyhtax (through the process of Argument Fusion).
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predicate is the facal head of a VP and the sister of a Yd&ina assumes that the causative
construction in Romance, as in Chilhd® VWDUWYVY RXW DV D PRQRFODXVDO FR
1996, it is a flat structure,), andbiehaves as a single clause in the syftas.
Alsina’s proposal accounts for a limitedumber of constructions, and, more
specifically, for Catalan, Italian and French word order facts, languages in which the
causative verb always gives signs of ‘composition’, since it is restricted to the RIC pattern.
We have seen that in both Catalan ampdrish (and in other Romance languages) other
causative and perception verbs are not restricted to this configuration. These predicates are
able to enter a double pattern. Therefore, the affirmation that these verbs are always
incomplete predicates woul@ke us to an undesired outcome: it would leave unexplained

cases where we do not find any complex predicate formation.
2.2. Degrees of verbal lightness

Although Romance causative and perception verbs are close to restructuring verbs,
the class to wich these verbs belong is far from homogenedhsrearecertain factors that
determine the speakers to choose one of the two available constructions to the detriment of
the otherOne of the aspects to which | want to refer first is the fact that sothes# verbs
seem to have more semantic content.

Catalan causativéer ‘make’, as opposed tdeixar ‘let’, shows a higher elgree of
fusion with the infinitival complemerdnd hence restricted only to the reduced construction
(our RIC)*® The gradual morp#logical impoverishment of these verbs is observed when

considering other patterns of subordination, such as finite complements. While perception

1 Alsina examines both Romance causatives and Bantu causatives (which are formed morphologidally, i.e.
the lexicon), but he does not distinguish between complex predicates which are formed indheatekiones
which are handled in the syntax. Predicate composition applies (both in morphology and in thelgyntax
composing the predicate information of two sister constituents (cf. Alsina 1997: 232).

2n LexicalFunctional Grammar (LFG), the argumeiriucture can contain semantic information about lexical
items. The result of combining argument structures will have effects on the syntactic expreasgumeits.
Within LFG, this mismatch in semantic and syntactic information is represented inofeimdgpendent levels

of representation, which are related to one another by a theory of linking. The c(onstitieratyye projects
both f(unctionabstructure and a(rgumerdjructure information. Therefore, it is possible to show that complex
predicdes must be simple with respect to grammatical functions (relations), but may be either simple or
complex with regard to-structure (i.e., phrase structure).

13 Both fer ‘make’ andhacer‘make’ are found among the most important light verbs in Catalaspauish. In
addition to being part of verbal complexdsr is used in building idioms, fixed expressions and verbal
paraphrases (Lorente 2002, §8.2.2.1). On the other hacey ‘make’ is, according to MRAE (2010: 670,
834.7.2), one of the most importdite transitive light verbs in Spanish, along willar ‘give’, echar‘put’,
tener‘have’, andtomar/ coger‘take’ (hacer casdpay attention’/ dafio‘harm’ / memoria‘remind’ / un favor

‘do a favour’, etc.) and it is also found in verbal paraphrasa®i( (buenas) migathave a good relation with

sb’, hacer las pacesnake peace’).
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verbs can take indicative complementshe pseudorelative construction in (3a,-band
deixarcausative subjnctive complements (3c, d), the configuratien'make’ in subjunctive
complements with a raised object as in (4) is ungrammatical in Cafaldis shows the

inability of fer ‘make’ (in its causative variant) of selecting DP objects.

(3) Catalan
a. Va veure el nen que jugava sol.
SeePAST-3.SGthe child that play-PAST-3.SG alone
‘He saw the child (who was) playing alone.’
b. El va veure que jugava sol.
CL-M-3.SGACC SeePAST-3.SG that  play-PAST-3.SG alone
‘He saw him playing alone.’
C. (?)Va deixar el nen que jugués sol.
let-PAST-3.SG the child that playSUBJPAST-3.SG alone
‘He let the child play alone.’
d. (?)EI va deixar que jugués sol.
CL-M-3.SGACC let-PAST-3.SG that playSUBJ}PAST-3.SG alone

‘He let him play alone.’

(4) Catalan
a. *Va fer el nen que jugués sol
makePAST-3.SG the child that playSUBJPAST-3.SG alone
b. *El va fer que jugués sol.

CL-M-3.SGACC makePAST-3.SG that playSUBJ}PAST-3.SG alone

The differences between perception and causative verbs can be also noted in their
possibility of easily selecting DP complements (5). Causativbsvébc) show a higher

degree of marginality/ungrammaticality:

(5) Catalan
a. He vist els nens [/Els he vist

SEeePRES.PERA.SG the children CL-M-3.PL-ACC SeePRES.PERHA.SG

% The pseudorelative construction (PR) is not a form of ordinary relative clause, as argued bylK@gne (
1981), Radford (1977), Burzio (1981, 1986), Hernanz (1982), Roés&ebola (1987), Guasti (1988), Rafel
(2000), a.o.
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b. ?He deixat els nens /?Els he deixa
|et-PRES.PERA.SG the children cL-M-3.PL-ACC let-PRES.PERA.SG
C. *He fet els nens /*Els he fet

makePRES.PERR.SG the children CL-M-3.PL-ACC makePRES.PERA.SG

These contrasts are meant to support the conclusiorfethahake’ in Catalan is
lighter thanveure‘see’ anddeixar ‘let’, but also lighter tharhacer‘make’ in Spanish. The
sentences in (6) taken from Hernanz (1982) and Trevifio (1994) capture the flexible character
of causative predicates in Spanish, whieh take subjunctive complements more naturally

than in Catalai’

(6) a. Dejé a Maria que fuera al baile con su
let-PAST-1.SG DOMMary that gesuBJ.PAST3.SGto-the ball with her
novio.
boyfriend
‘| let Mary go to the ball with her boyfriend.’
[Hernanz 1982: 27&eninsular Spanigh
b. Hice a los nifios que copiaran el ejemplo.
makePAST-1.5G DOMthe children that cop§UBJ.PAST3.PLthe exanple
‘I made the children copy the example.’
[Trevifio 1994: 23Mexican Spanigh

The asymmetries between the two classes of verbs also become relevant when
analysing the word order patterns. As shown, Catalan andisbpaeure/ver‘see’ or
deixar/dejar ‘let’ can be used in both configurations, RIC and IC, indistinctiv&lhile
Catalan speakers make use quite naturally of both RIC and IGrexitle'see’, they tend to
prefer the reduced construction witteixar ‘let’. A preinfinitival subject in thedeixar
construction is interpreted as (more) marked (or totally impossible far-afinitive

construction) than in theeureconstruction, as also observed by Alsina (2002: 2424):

(7) Catalan
a. ?Hauriem de deixala Maria  explicar la seva proposta.

should letNF the Mary  explainrINF  the her proposal

5 This structure is totally ruled out in Italian and French, but it is the norm for Romanian.
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‘We should let Maria explain her proposal.’
b. He sentit en Roc cantar la Marsellesa.
hearPRESPERF1.SG the  Roc SsingINF the  Marseillaise

‘| have heard Roc sing the Marseillaise.’

The choice of IC or RIC can be subject to intralinguistic or dialectal factors that may
come into play. For instance, in Catal#imere is a category of nagivspeakers who simply
reject the IC construction with perception and permissive verbs. There is a second class of
speakers | consulted who accept -pead postinfinitival subjects in complements of
perception and permissive verbs, particularly when they[ehuman]. Nevertheless, even
this last category tends to prefer the RIC construction with these \ésame situation is
observed for Spanish (cf. Hernanz 1999, NGLE 2009), with the important mention that
corpus studies (cf. Roegiest 2003 dfmughes & Roegiest 2013) reveal the use of a high
percentage of preinfinitival subjects in complements of perception V@dogonovo (1994:

187) and Di Tullio (1998: 218) point out the marked character of RIC in the case of
perception verbs in Spanistlaimingthat this process is quite infrequent witkr ‘see’ and

oir ‘hear’. Di Tullio (1998: 206) also considers that the subjects in infinitival complements
are sensitive to the lexical characteristics of the embedded verb. The preinfinitival position
prevailswith transitives and unergatives, while with unaccusatives it is preferred the post
infinitival one. Nevertheless, the two linguists conclude that restructuring, at least with
perception verbs, has a strong facultative character. The studies | mentidaedefend the

high frequency of IC with perception verbs and a relative one with causagjae’let’. The
conclusions of these studies are contradicted by the NGLE (2009: 826.10a). The pre
infinitival subject position is frequent in literary languaged the corpus studies mentioned
above), but uncommon in oral language.

| should make the remark that, indeed, as Di Tullio (1998) observes, the uses of IC or
RIC in Catalan seem to be conditioned or influenced by the transitivity of the embedded
infinitive. There is a strong tendency in Catalan to opt for RIC whenever the infinitive is

unaccusative, irrespective of the semantic nature of the subject:

(8) Catalan
a. He vist arribar el president. / ??He stvi

SeePRES.PERA.SGarriveINF the president / SE®RES.PERA.SG
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el president arribar.
the  president arriveIlNF
‘| have seen the president arrive.’

b. Veig caurela d@ nit /??Veig la dolca nit caure.
seePRES1.SGfall the sweet night 5eePRES1.SGthe sweet night falNF
‘| see the sweet night fall.’

In addition, native speaks of Spanish and Catalan prefer to use -pdisitival
subjects whenever they have the featurésirhan] or fanimate] as in (®a, b). As a
particularity, notice that Spanish embedded inanimate objects (10) can be personified and
marked with DOM.

(9) Catalan
a. Sentia cantar els ocells.
hearIMPERF1.SG SINGINF the  birds

‘| heard the birds sing.’
b. He vist florir els ametllers.
SEePRES.PERA.SG bloomINF the almond trees

‘I have seen the alond trees bloom.’

(10) Spanish
a. ¢Ustedno ha oido hablar a los  arboles?
you not hearPRES.PERA.SG talk-INF DOM the trees?

‘Haven't you heard the trees talk?’
[CREA: Luca de Tena, T., 1979, Sphin
b. No han visto salir el sol ni a la luna desplazarse.

not seePRES.PERA.SGQO OUtINF the sun norbOM the moon MOWNF

‘They have not seen the sun come out or the moon move.’
[CREA: Revista Hoy, 1984Chile]

Infinitival subjects are not, however, entirely restricted to this pattern. The example
(11), taken from Alsina (2002: 2424), shows that even abstract edymamic subjects can

occur preinfinitivally*®

'8 This property is directly linked to the presenceAafcusativus cum infinitiveonstructions in Latin (g
Maraldi 1980):
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(11) Catalan
He vist el tempsfer solcs en el seufront.
SEeePRES.PERA.SG the time makeNF wrinkles in the his forehead

‘I have seen time wrinkle his forehead.’

The strong preference for RIC with intransitive verbs can be alsoiguezbtin
Spanish.NGLE (2009: 826.10) states that, in spite of the marked preference for post
infinitival subjects Vi llegar a los nifiosl saw the children arriveas opposed t&i a los
nifios llegar‘l saw the children arrive’), the use girenfinitival subjects in (12) has

acceptable outcomes:

(12) Spanish
a. Veiamos la lluvia caer.
SeelMPERF-1.PL the rain fall-INF
‘We saw the rain fall.’
b. Dejemos las cosas estar.

let-PRES3.PL the things beINF

‘Let it be.’
C. Hacia al publico temblar de emocion.
makeIMPERF-3.SG  DOM-the audience trembleINF of emotion

‘He made the audience tremble with emotion.’

Even in a language kk Spanish that allows both IC and RIC with causative and
perception verbs, causatitxacer‘make’ is more likely to restructure. | agree with Hernanz
(1999: 2257) who claims thath&cerinfinitive> establishes a tighter relation thamesx
infinitive>. After analysing various aspects of the syntax of these constructions, including
questions of word order, she concludes that there may be a tighter relation between the
causative verb and its complement than between the perception verb and its complement.
This is suggested, among other things, by the tendency speakers have for always building
verbal complexes withacer‘make’, whereas they prefer both RIC and IC with perception

verbs. This difference is based in essence on the semantics of the matrix predicaee’

0] audio diem venire, quo...
‘I hear the day is coming, when...’
[Maraldi 1980: 50Latin]
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can select a nominal argument, whHacer ‘make’ cannot. Causativ@acer ‘make’ is
restricted to always selecting a clausal argument, i.e. an infinitival claus¢hataause,
resembling in this sense true ECM verbs oflibkevetype. In Hernanz’'s work, the burden is
placed on the ‘auxiliary’ status the causative verb has, which blocks any possible
interpretation of the embedded subject as the true object of the causative predicate. With
respect to the second configuration in whigtter'make’ can take an infinitive complement,
Hernanz (1999: 2248) claims that the constructibacerinfinitival subjectinfinitive> (i.e.,

our IC) is more marked then the restructuring one. Citing Trevifio’s (1994) (Mexican
Spanish) examples of causative comstions with preinfinitival subjects, Hernanz (1999:
2256) considers they have a marked linear word order and the use of “heavy’ phrases appears
to rescue the constructions from an, otherwise, unnatural derivation. NGLE (2009: §26.10b)

corroborates Hernais conclusion, specifying that (13a) is the preferred, unmarked variant.

(13 a. La policia hizo abandonar el edificioa todo el mundo.
the police makeAST-3.SGabandonNF the buildingto all  the people
b. ?La mwlicia hizo a todo el munda@bandonar el edificio.
the police makePAST-3.SGDOM all  the peopleabandonNF the building
‘The police made everybody abandon the building.’
[NGLE 2009: 2009Spanish

This observatiompens the discussion of whether there is a kind of process of stylistic
reordering that has implications for meaning and the linear ordering when the subject is
‘heavy’ (cf. Lozano & Mendikoetxea 2010). Indeehume Mateu (p.c.) also suggests that
the ocarrence of the infinitival subject in a preverbal position could be determined by
stylistic factors or weight effects that place complex structures at the end of the clause. NGLE
(2009: 26.10b) corroborates this observation and states that, generalpostibility of
building IC sequences with perception/causative verbs is favoured by the use of large

complements, ason tal variedad de maticésith such a variety of nuances’ in (14:

7 Jaume Mateu’s (p.cobservation openthe discussion of whether there is a kind of process of stylistic
reordering that affects meanings contrast and linear ordering when the subject is ‘heavy’ (ch &ozan
Mendikoetxea 2010).ozano & Mendikoetxea (2010: 480) claim that emeight effectswhich have received
little attention in Spanish, should be less noticeable due to Spanish being a language thatelébivelya free
word order. Nevertheless, (ia) shows that canonical word order appears to be less ‘natural), tvherghthe
heavyobject is in senteneinal position following the adjunct.

0] a. #Vi [ypa los chicos de los que queria haberte contado varias histesias el parquel].
‘I saw the boys | would have liked to tell you stories about in the park.’
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(14) Nunca habia visto a este actor interpretar Hamlet con teldeatide matices.

‘| have never seen this actor play Hamlet with such a variety of nuances.’

Apart from the constituents that are long and heavy, constituents that are related to the
information structure of the sentence, namely, focus, also tenduotogeards the end of the
sentencé? In (15) the preinfinitival position is favoured by the contexts of contrastive focus
(cf. Vivanco 2015):

(15) a. El miedo hizo a Nerea gritar, no a Miguel.
the fear makePAST-3.SG DOM Nerea screaAaNF notDOM Michael
‘The fear made NEREA scream, not Miguel.’
[Vivanco 2015: 356Spanish
b. La huelga hizo el trenllegar tarde, noel avion.
the strike makePAST-3.SG the train arriveINF late notthe  plane
‘the strike made the TRAIN arrive late, not the plane.’
[Vivanco 2015: 357Spanish

In Catalan one can obtain this sequence only with perception verbs, because of the

lack of IC configurations with causatiter ‘make’:

(16) He vist la Maria cantar, i no en Joan.
SEeePRES.PERA.SG the Mary  singINF, andnot the  John

‘I saw MARIA sing, and not Joan.’

The preinfinitival position is also said to disambiguate (cf. Cano 1981, NGLE 2009).
The constituené su mujerto his wife’ in (16) can be interpreted as a causee Bzim que
su mujer trajera un regaloHe made his wife bring a present’ but also as a goal as in the
interpretation ‘He made someone bring a present to his wife’. Cano (1981) claims that the

ambiguitydisappears when the causee is place preinfinitivally.

b. Vi [ppen elparque] |ir a los chicos de los queria haberte contado varias hi$torias
‘I saw in the park the boys | would have liked to tell you stories about.’

Lozano & Mendikoetxea (2010) conclude that weight effects serve general processing and planning
mechaisms, and that (end) weight appears to be a universal phenomenon, a linguistic manifestation of
extralinguistic properties which probably interact in language design (see Chomsky 2005).

'8 The focus of the sentence is the point of information which is ivertas most salient and relevant from the
speaker’s point of view (cf. Cornilescu 2003: 69).
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(17) Spanish
a. Juan hizo traer un regalo a su mujer.
John makePAST-3.SG bringINF a presentto his wife
‘Juan made his wife bring a present/Juan madeeeae bring a present to his
wife.’
b. Juan hizo a su mujer traer un regalo.
John makePAST-3.SG DOM his wife bringINF a present

‘Juan made his wife bring a present.’

According to NGLE (2009: §26.10b) second case in which IC is preferred in
Spanish for stylistic reasons is the one exemplified in (18) in which a structure contains two

similar a-DPs.

(18) a. ??Vio besar a Su  novio a su hija.
SeePAST-3.SG kissINF DOM his boyfriend to his daughter
b. Vio a su hija besar a su novio.
SeePAST-3.SGDOM his  daughter kiss;\k DOM  his  boyfriend
‘He saw his daughter kiss her boyfriend.’
[NGLE 2009: 2009Spansh|

These constructions are not totally ruled out but they are not natural precisely because

of their ambiguous connotation they provide. They can be marginally ac¢&pted.

¥ Marginally, some speakers allow the ‘a DP a DP’ order, in Spanish,doinabther Romance languagéhe
second &DP phrase can be a goal (i) or a directighaase (ii):

0] a. ?Je ferai porter ce message a dRigree JeaBausee
| makeFuT-1.5G takeINF this message to Peter to John
‘I will make Jean take this message to Pierre.’
[Ruwet 1972: 255French
b. ?7? Facio scrivere  una letteraa Giaygnm Mariaausee
makePRES1.SG write-INF a  letter to John to Mary
‘I make Maria write a letter to Giovanni.’
[Burzio 1986: 260, Ita&n]
(ii) Susana hara caminar a la oficina a José.
Susan makeFuT-3.5G  walk-INF to the office  Dom John
‘Susana will make José walk to the office.’
[Zagona 2000: 2% panish
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2.3. Coping with the lexicalfunctional distinction

Trevifio (1994: 69) arguethat precisely the trait causativeacer ‘make’ has of
entering the double IG RIC configuration confirms the lexical status of this verb. Her
proposal is to differentiate between French/Italian and Spanish in terms of distinct processes
that originate n different lexical properties: in French and Italian, the causative and the
embedded predicate fuse at the level of argument structure due to the auxiliary condition of
the causative verb, while in Spanish, the causative is simply a lexical verb. llyaitia
with Trevifio’s opinion in the sense that | also uphold the view that causattes'make’ in
Spanish is not as light s ‘make’ in Catalan.

A closer examination of the behaviour of causative and perception verbs tends to
challenge the reded semantic contribution of these verbs in Romance. Apart from the
optionality of the double infinitival patterns in which they can occur, the following arguments
question the functional nature of these predicates. First, they can select finite CP
complemats Queindicatives (19a) anduesubjunctives (19b)) which set them apart from
auxiliaries or modals (see also Hernanz 1999). If the light wexbould select a CP
complement this would lead to a curious outcome, since the literatww&amshown that

usually selecta lexical verb (cf. Chomsky 1995) or a root (cf. Marantz 1997), never a CP.

(19) Catalan
a. Va veure que el Dani havia tocat el clarinet.
SeePAST-3.SGthat the Dani plapAST.PERF3.SGthe clarinet
‘He saw that Dani had played the clarinet.’
b. Va fer que el noi pagués lesentrades al concert.
makePAST-3.SGthat the boy paguBJ.PAST3.SGthe tickets athe concert
‘She made the boy pay the tickeb the concert.’

Second, both causative and perception verbs contribute their own arguments to the
structures under investigation, unlike modals, auxiliaries, or other light verbs. For example,
their external subjects are fully specified and generatgde the matrix clause (i.e. they are
not subjectto-subject raising verbs), and take as their complementdimiten clauses that

denote event arguments.
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Third, adverbs of manner, which typically modify an event referred to by a verb, may
take scope er either the causative/perception verb or the infinitive, beiteypreted as
modifying the caused event or the causing efent.

(20) Catalan
a. L ha fet callar rapidament.
CL-M-3.SGACC makePRES.PERR.SG shut UpINF quicKy
‘He made him shut up quickly.’
b. L ha vist armar I embolic accidentalment.
CL-M-3.SGACC see PRES.PERRB.SGprovokeINF the mess accidentally

‘He saw him make a mess of it accidentally.’

In (20a), the manner adverbial phrasg@idament‘quickly’ can refer either to the
event of causing someone to shut up or to the event of someone shutting up. Similarly, (20b)
yields the same interpretation, since the perception verb construction esspprses two
separable events that can be independently subject to adverbial modification. Syntactically,
this translates into the presence of two verbal projections to which the adverbs can adjoin
(adverbs are adjoind to the projection they modify, gior8che 1988, Rizzi 1990, Guasti
1996b), giving rise to two construals: a VP headefebymake’ and another a different VP
headed by the embedded verb. For that reason, perception and causative verbs behave more
like lexical verbs and not like functiohanes.

Fourth, they can be passiet andpassivigtion is expected with lexical verbs, not
with functional ones (cf. Cinque 2006Nevertheless, passiaon with causatives and
perception verbs in the two constructions | analyse is viewed as a algogenomenon,
sometimes subject to dialectal restrictions and idiolectal variatRel® (1847 previously
noticed that passive constructions as those in (21) are rare in Spanish, and they imitate the

(classical) Latin model.

2 Alsina (1993: 244) gives other examples of adadrbiterpretation in causative constructions, where the
adverbssense pofwithout fear’ anda contracoragainst one’s will’ can modify either the causative verb or the
embedded predicate:

0] a He fetsaltar laMaria senseor.
‘I have made Mary jump without fear.’
b. He fetbeure ehi a laMaria a contracor.

‘I have made Mary drink the wine against her/my will.’
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(21) a. Las flores feron vistas marchitarse.
the flowerdbePAST3.PL  SeePAST.PARTwither-INF-REFL
‘The flowers were seen to wither.’
b. El reloj fue oido dar las doce.
the clock bePAST-3.SG hearPAST.PART give-INF the twelve
‘The clock was heard to strike twelve.’
[Bello 1847: 8101,Spanish

NGLE (2009: 2013, 826.10m) refers to these cases of passivisation as having a
colloquial use, and contrasts them with the reflexive passivesSe.geian pasar los trenes
‘The trains vere seen to pass by, NGLE 2009: 2013), which are usually preférredpite
of being quite uncommon,could find samples of passiaison with bothsee(22) andmake

(23), in the literature on these verbs.

(22) Spanish
a. Un submarino atomico [].ha sido visto navegar
a submarine atomic -BRES.PERR.SGSeePAST.PARTnavigateINF
en las  aguas internacionales
in the  water internacional
‘An atomic submarine has been seen to gete in the international waters.’
[CREA: Escudero, L. 1996, Argentina]
b. José Martinez Rodriguez fue visto dirigirse a
José Martinez Rodriguez  bePAST-3.SG SeePAST.PART headREFL-INF to
una casa cercana
one house close
‘José Martinez Rodriguez was seen to head to a close house.’
[CREA: La voz de Gallicia, 1991, Spain]
C. ?Maria fue vista robar el carro.
Mary bePAST-3.SG seePAST.PARTsteallNF the ca
‘Maria was seen to steal the car.’
[Santorini & Heycock 1988: 54]

2 Old Spanish used more frequently the periphrastic passive and NGLE (2009§2618m) recordsnany
examples of periphrastic passive with perception verbs. The same grammar gives examples ohdezesessr wit
‘make’ anddejar ‘let’ passives
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d. Los presos fueron vistos fugarse por Igolicia.
the prisonersbePAST-3.PLSeePAST.PARTrun awayrREFL-INF by thepolice
‘The prisoners were seen to run away by the police.’
[Hernanz 1982: 283]
Apart from themakecontexts (23), NGLE (2009: 2012) gives also examples of the
dejar-periphrastic passives, which, as in the caseeefpasives above, are quite rare and
used in a rather colloquial fashion (the reflexdepassive being preferred). The patterns are

mainly recorded with embedded unaccusative and unergative“erbs.

(23) Spanish
a. Juan fue hecho venir.
JohnbePAST-3.SG makePAST.PART comeINF

‘Joan was made to come.’
[Cano 1981: 242]
b. El testigo fue hecho comparecer ante el ltribuna

the withes$ePAST-3.SGmakePAST.PART appeaiNF before the court

‘The witness was made to appear in court.’
[Cano 1981: 242]

C. Ninguno de los dogroyectos fue hecho descatrrilar.
none  of the twoprojects b@AST-3.SGmakePAST.PARTderaitiNF

‘Neither of the two projects was madederail’
[CREA: Prensa, 1997]
d. Fue hecho arrodillarse.

bePAST-3.SG makePAST.PART kneel dowrREFL-INF

‘He was made to kneéelown.’
[NGLE 2009: 2012]
e. Fue hecho callar por el capellan.

bePAST-3.5G makePAST.PART shutupINF by the  priest

‘He was made to shut up by the priest.’
[adapted from NGLE 2009: 2012]

f. Fue hecho renuncia de su intencion.
bePAST-3.5G makePAST.PART give upINF of his intention
‘He was made to give up his intention.’
[NGLE 2009: 2012]

2 passives in constructions with transitive complements are ungrammatizairding to Cano (1977),
transifves do not passivize Fue hecho traer un regaltHe was made to bring a present’). The passive
operation can only absorb accusative Case and leave the dative argument unaffected (cf. Faly 0aarl
226).
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What | meant with the data above is to show that causative and perception verbs in
Spanish are able to passw&jis fact that argues against the poor nature of these verbs. Despite
the general low productivity of passives with causative and perception verbs, Spanish seems
to be more flexible than Catalan, a language in which the passivisation has a strongly marked
character, quite restricted wifer ‘make’ and impossible witlveure‘see’?® Alsina (1996,

2002) notices that Catalan marginally allows passivisation when the verbal complement is an
unaccusative verb. However, constructions based on transitive or ivemgahplements are

totally ruled out (24kx).

(24) Catalan
a. Els conills van ser fets sortir del cau.
the rabbithePAST3.PL makePAST.PART get outiINF from-the burrow
‘The rabbits were made to get out from the burrow.’
[Alsina 1996: 187]
b. *El nen ha estat fet treballar molt.
the boybePAST-3.SG makePAST.PART  work-INF a lot
‘The boy was made to work a lot.’
[Alsina 2002: 2434]
C. *L' enginyer ha estat fet modificar el disseny.
the engineerbePAST-3.SG makePAST.PART modify-INF the plan
‘The engineer was made to modify the plan.’
[Alsina 2002: 2434]

Alsina (2002: 2435) suggests that the passive subject should bear the semantic role of
theme or pacient of the infinitive to yield correct results otherwise the passiveuctioss
are ungrammatical. He concludes that the restriction seems to be strictly semantic,
untranslatable in syntactic terrifs.

Folli & Harley (2007), on the other hand, try to capture the differences in

passivisation from a syntactic perspectiFelli & Harley claim thatfare ‘make’ in Italian

2 Although it is attested in Old Catalan,Bastardas’s (2003) example proves:

0] La princessa [...] fou vista riure ne alegss de cosa deguna
‘The princess was not seen to laugh or cheer at anything.’
[Bastardas 2003: 115]
2 passivisation is not impossible altogether with causative verbatata@. In chapter 2, §3.2., | give examples
of contexts with long passives, in which the internal object of the infinitive turns into thetsaftijee passive.
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takes different flavours (sometimes lexical, sometimes functional), depending on the specific
syntactic environments in which it is fourRdA fine-grained examination of this verb reveals
thatfare ‘make’ does not alwgs behave as a light predicate in spite of the common approach,
which sustains thaare ‘make’ and the infinitive fuse into a strong cohesive fiEolli &

Harley build their argumentation on the contrast provided by the two structures in (25).

(25) ltalian
a. Gianni ha fatto riparare la macchina a Mario.
John makeAST-3.SG repairINF the car to Mario
‘Gianni has made Mario repair the car.’
b. Gianni ha fatto riparare la macchina da Mario.
John makeAST-3.SG repairINF the car by Mario

‘Gianni has made the car be repaired by Mario.’

At this point it would be relevant to introduce what Kayne (1975) call$aihepar
(FP) causative construction (see 25b), also mistiated in the literatuf@ FP (Sp.por/Cat.
per/lt. da) is not a typical passive construction because there is no copula and no past
participle.Kayne (1975) shows that the difference in preposition bet Fl and FP corresponds
to several syntactic and semian differences between the two types of causative
constructions. The structural differences betweenatipdirase and thea-phrase can be
shown with respect to: idioms, inalienable possession, binding, the statids phrasesd-
phrase is an argumenthile da-phrase is an adjunct), the optionality of the two phrases in FI
and FP respectively, a certain class of -passivisable transitive verbs, and the
obligation/affectedness dimension, relevant in the FI case, but totally absent in the FP.

In orderto better understand Folli & Harleyarguments, first | should say a few
words about the syntactic structure of predicate configurations, the projection of arguments
and the representation of verbal meaninghe most traditional view, argument struetis a
cover term for the information about the number of arguments of a given predicate, their

semantic and syntactic type, and their hierarchical organization.

% Contra what firmly defended Cinque (2006) and Zubizarreta (1985), for wheopossibility offare of being

part of a complex predicate confirmed its functional nature. At the opposite side, see Pittemfipanthi

(2014) who takéareto be always a main verb in Italian analytic causative constructions.

% As argued for Italian Yo Burzio (1981, 1986), Marcantonio (1981); Zubizarreta (1985, 1986), Santorini &
Heycock (1988), Guasti (1993, 1996), inter alia.

% For FP analyses see Kayne (1975), Rouveret & Vergnaud (1980), Burzio (1981), Marcantonio (1981),
Radford (1977), Legendre420), Guasti (1991b, 1993, 1996a, 2007), Watanabe 1993, Trevifio (1994), Ippolito
(2000), Tubino (2011), Saab (2015), a.o.
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Argument structure, one of the pivotal concepts in modern linguistics, describes a
range of penomena related to the representation and realization of the structural relations
between a verb and its arguments (cf. Hale & Keyser 1993 and ssq. work). It gives
information about the number of arguments of a given predicate, a fact that has consequence
for the overall organization of the clause. With respect to verbal meaning, one important facet
of argument structure is the attempt to establish the contribution of the semantics of the
lexical predicates or to determine the composition of syntactiegiand configuratiorfs.

Back in the GB era, the semantic relations established between the type of situation denoted
by a verb and its participants in the event were characterized by means of thematic roles (see
Fillmore 1968, Gruber 1965, Jackendoff 197990, Emonds 1989, Dowty 1991). They were
QRW SULPLWLYHV RI Wiotes Were Infeivéd. FrorV tkéd Réahing of the
predicatesso they acquired substance only in the context of the predicates that required
them. The Minimalism dispenses wiiHP D QW L F | R U P Brdlek (el \agen, fheme VvV
goal). These roles are understood nowrelgational notions obtained from the whole
configuration

Recently, it has been defended that, when deriving the information concerning the
argument structuref a predicate, there is no need to invoke the conceptual meaning of the
predicate, if the meaning of the verbal predicate can be (compositionally) read off an abstract
structure (cfMarantz 2013, Harley 2010, Mateu 2Q14inguists have tried to finth more
structured, more principled way, so that the observed regularities could potentially be
explained by some grammatical, structural, uniform and predictable part of meaning, as
opposed to the part [of] meaning contributed by general conceptual srw@etdrworld
knowledge” (cf. Borik & Mateu 2014: 2Y herefore, tiis not the lexical semantics of a verb
that determines its syntax, bnatther the functional structure in which a verb is inserted and
the syntactic positions in which its arguments arezedl

The structural meaning is not provided by the lexical predicate and it depends
exclusively on the particular kind of configuration in which the verb is inseftezlverb root
is inserted into the structure to provide it with conceptual semantitero Roots are
expected to freely appear in various configurations that are compatible with their meaning in

some sense (cf. Mateu & Acedibatellan 2012). The final meaning of the construction is

% See Hale & Keyser’s (1993, 2002) configurational theory of argument structure.
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obtained compositionallyrhe syntactic structure and ftenctional heads determine the event
structure and the number of arguments that are syntactically present.

Against this background, Folli & Harley (2007) propose two different flavours of the
little v, voo andvcausg, found in the two different types dthlian causative constructions, Fl
and FP. In the FI construction (26),is the expression of &cause that selects asP
complement (whose Specifier is merged to the right). Ifaine-par (FP) construction (27),

It. fare ‘make’ is a variety ofjpo, whose external argument is always an agent. It selects a
nominalised VP complement (following Marantz 1997), with no subject position. The logical
subject of the construction is expressed as an adpmphrase. The crucial difference
between Fl and FP ike¢ absence of that exterralgumentintroducingvP in the latter (Folli

& Harley 2007: 207). In the trees below I illustrate the two typesreélized byfare ‘make’

in each environment.

(26) FI
a. Gianni ha fatto riparare la macchina a Mar
‘Gianni has made Mario repair the car.’
b.
vP
wo
DP Vv’
5 wo
Gianni VCAUSE vP
! wo
fare v DRt
3 5
% SC a Mario
! 3
Vbo DP —
4 !
la macchina riparare
Z - m
[adapted from Folli & Harley 2007: 230]
(27) FP
a. Gianni ha fatto riparare la macchina da Mario.

‘Gianni had the car repaired by Mario.’
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vP
WO
DP v
5 WO
Gianni Y, VPnom
2 wo
Vbo - V Nom PP
! ! wWo 5
1) fareVnom DP da Mario
3 5
— Nom la macchina
! !
riparare 1)

[adapted from Folli & Harley 2007: 231]

For now, | am concerned with passivisation facts, and | want to refer first to the
problems tha emerge from Folli & Harley's (2007) comparison of FPs to passive
constructiong? Folli & Harley (2007: 31) claim that FI never passies because in this
structurefare ‘make’ is a functional element that only spells out the Iligh{use content of
this verb: “Because Ffare is not a root element but a functional vocabulary item that is
deterministically inserted to realize thehead itself, itcannot be the input to pass&i®n.

There is no passive of an fre”. In FP, insteadfare ‘make’ is a lexical é&ment, a root.
Once inserted into the derivation, it can modify a mygdl head. Since it has lexical content,
fare ‘make’ in FP is supposed to be able to passiVise.

Folli & Harley (2007) claim that unaccusative causative constructions can passivise,
while causatives of unergatives cannot. Building on Hale & Keyser (1993, 2002), they argue
that causatives of unergatives presuppose the embedding of an agéhtiv@ich is
incompatible with their idea of passivisation. According to the analysis in (P8)c&nnot
embedvPs, they always take nominalised &mplements. In addition, only a light vedre
would select avP complement, and not a main vefdre, which could be eventually
passivied. Unaccusatives would not raise this problem, because thelgyadefinition
subjectless. Contrary to what Folli & Harley (2007) claim, | believe this is empirically
incorrect. Examples in (28) go against their analysis. Guasti (1993, 2007) claims that

% Folli & Harley's (2007) analysis rise importantegiions regarding the derivation of the FI structure, and |
will return to the details of their investigation in the context of Spanish causatives (see 8hgpter2.).

% By analogy, Tubino (2011: 22831), drawing heavily on F&H's (2007) work on lati passives, claims that
Spanishhacer‘make’ is also a lexical verb associated with a rdgfAC- in FP in Spanish, while in FI it acts
like a functional verlvcause
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causatives thaambed unergatives also passvis Italian (theyare also judged grammatical

by native speakers.

(28) Italian
a. Gianni é stato fatto parlare a lungo.
‘Gianno is made to talk for a long time.’
[Guasti 1993: 31]
b. Molti bambini sono stati fatti pngere per nulla dal dottore.

‘Many children have been made to cry for nothing by the doctor.’
[Guasti 2007: 150]

| am also concerned with the nature of theny4Pcomplement, which is not clear
from the structure above. Folli & Harley (2007: 21@llow Guasti (1990) and Travis (1992)
in proposing a nominalised complement fare in FP, because of the similarity between
deverbal nominals and infinitives with respect to their morphological form. Nevertheless, the
authors do not elaborate on tldgea and just assume in a note (Folli & Harley 2007: 217,
fn.18) “that some nominalizing head has attached to the verb root, but we remain agnostic
about its realization | believe that a good part of their analysis hinges on this
implementation of the FBonstruction, and in the absence of more details, the representation
of a nominalised VP could be interpreted as a simple stipulation of their theory.

In spite of the unproductivity of this syntactic property of (Western) Romance
languages, passivisationay be used as an argument in favour of (a certain) semantic content
of the causative and perception predicates, along with other facts presented in the previous
sections (degrees of verbal lightness, the occurrence of preinfinitival subjects, the ismbedd
of CPs).Dealing with RIC and IC implies, to a relevant degree, the understanding of the
nature of their matrix verbs.

Given the preceding discussion, a preliminary conclusion to be drawn with respect to
the data analysed above is that the RIC condiion with causative and perception verbs is
optionalin Romance, being obligatory only with the causaterdmake’ in Catalan, French
and ltalian. The choice between IC and RIC with the same classes of verbs can vary from

speaker to speaker (due toralinguistic differences) and it can be subject to stylistic or

% In this respect, Italian differs from Catalan. | do not have an answer for the |paksitisation in Catalan
constructions.

44



discourse factors. Apart from thishe variation among causative and perception verb
constructions depends, to a certain extent, on the lexical properties of these verbs

Often, the notion®f restructuring/functional/light verb overlap in many important
studies. There are nuances, of course, especially in the case of causative and perception verbs.
Let's take theCatalan causative vefbr ‘make’ that only allows the RIC configuratiol.is
unlikely that this verb is always restructuring/functional because it clearly alternates with a
lexical verb variant wheit takes a full clause complement. At the same tirastructuring
verbs are lexically defective predicates, but not devoid complefetemantic content (cf.
Svenonius 2008: 77), because they interact more closely with the lexical semantics and the
argument structure of the lower predicate and this is the case ‘afake’. | take it to be
indeed ‘lighter’ than its Spanish counterpand given the mixed nature of light verbs (some
semantic information, but predicationally dependent, cf. Butt 1995) this verb would actually
seem to be quite a good candidate to enter a light verb analysis. As Butt 1995 claims, light
verbs are elementshich serve to modulate the main predication in a subtle manner.

Overall, I am not attracted by the idea of associating Romanate/let/perception
verbs to two versions (one lexical/one functional) or two different entriethe lexicon,
dependent on the structure they appear. | do not believe that the lexicon contains a series of
the same verb, for example, Catafan, fer,, fers, etc., to match all the contexesr ‘make’
can occur in a causative structure. The same reasoning goes for percedignTve
postulation of different entries of the same verb would be a complication of the theory.
Drawing on Sola (2002: 237), | assume that causative and perception verbs are lexical verbs
with a restructuring option (see also Amadas 1999 for aspectur)vé see these verbs as
primarily lexical in nature.

The following section continues the analysis of the empirical issues of the IC and RIC
constructions looking into their main syntactic properties, with special focus on the behaviour
of clitic climbing, long object movement, ars#passives. The second half of the chapter
offers an overview of the main analyses, both classical and modern, and it comments on their
weak points as seen from a current minimalist approach. The chapter concludes with a
disaussion on the status of the defective infinitival complement, setting the groundwork for

an ECM proposal elaborated in chapter 3.
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3. Syntactic properties of infinitival complements
3.1. Clitic climbing

In the absence of overt accusative Case msuikeCatalan and in the presence of an
ambiguous situation created by the Case particle/preposititoi in Spanish, the test of
clitics is needed in order to identify the direct and indirect arguments in these constructions
and the Case patterns thaggent! start with the premise that clitics translate the features of
the Caseassignment properties of both the matrix and the embedded verbs. In this section |

only offer pattens that reflect the standard use of clitics.
3.1.1. Perception verbs

| take first Catalan examples with perception verbs that embed intransitive verbs
(examples 2980). If the complement is transparent, clitic movement to the matrix domain
should be allowed. This fact is confirmed by the data in the examples below. The
phenomeon involving clitics that move out of the embedded complement is knowlitias
climbing. As shown in (29830c), the clitic representing the infinitival subject cannot remain
in situ when dealing with embedded unergative and unaccusative preditiadsfinitival

subject isassigned accusative, as clitati®n and past participle agreement facts (31) prove.

(29) Embedded unergative, Catalan
a. Vaig veure correr en Joan
SEeePAST-1.SG runINF the John
‘I saw Joan run.’
b. El vaig veure correr.

CL-M-3.SGACC SeePAST-1.SGrunINF

‘I saw him run.’
C. *Vaig veure correr lo.
SeePAST-1.SG run-INF- CL-M-3.SGACC

(30) Embedded unaccusative, Catalan
a. Vaig veure marxar en Joan.
SEeePAST-1.SG leaveINF the John

‘| saw Joan leave.’
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b. El vaig veure  marxar.
CL-M-3.SGACC SeePAST-1.SGleaveINF
‘I saw him leave.’

C. *Vaig veure marxar lo.

SEeePAST-1.SG leave INF-CL-M-3.SGACC

Participle agreement, which is still possible in contemporary Catalan, is also found in
constructions with causatives and perception verbs embedding infinitives. If the pronoun
refers to the subject, the participle egs with the accusative pronoun, in formal registers or
in certain dialects (cf. Bel 2002; GLC 2018):

(31 a. Aquesta dona, ¥ he sentida cantar.
this WomaiF-SG CL-F-3.SGACC-hearPRES.PERF-3.SGSINGINF
‘This woman, | heard her sing.’
b. Aquestes noies, les he vistes ballar.
these girls-PL  CL-F-3.PL-ACC SEeePRES.PERF-3.PL danceINF

‘These girls, | saw them dance.’
[Bel 2002: 1137 Catalan

A patrticularity that Catalan has regards the possibility that clitics attach to the matrix
verb pre or postverbally (cf. GLC 2016):

%2 Agreement with verbs of perception and causd@ormake’ is licit only when the accusative pronoun refers
to the subject. In colloquial Catalan participial agreement can occur when the pronoun is tleecigectent
of the infinitive (cf. Fabral1918: 996, Bel 2002: 1134, GLC 2016: 1018):

0] a. Aquesta cago, I'he sentit / (*)sentida cantar.
this song CL-3.SGACC-have heard / (*)heardlGR.F.SGSINGINF
b. Aquestes danses, les hem vist / (*)vistes ballar.
these dances CL-F-3.PL-ACC have seen / se@GR.F.PLSINGINF

Nevertheless, the picture is not simple because of the contrast in (ii). Cdotridusy rule, certain
dialects (Balearic Catalan, for example) seem to allow participial agreement with the complerttent of
infinitive:

(ii) a. Jo les hi he sentides cantar (aquestes.can na Marja
| CL-F-3.PL-ACC CL-DAT SEEePRES.PERF-3.PL SingINF these songs to the Mary
[Rosselb 2002
b. Aquestes carpetes, les he fetes arxivar.
these files CL-F-3.P.-ACC makePRES.PERF-3.PL ClOSEINF

[Gavarr6 & Massanell 2013: 11]
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(32) (La)

vaig sentitg) remugar una bona estona,

CL-F-3.SGACC hearPAST-1.SGCL-F-3.SGACC gruntiNF a good while

la teva cunyada.

the your sistein-law

‘| heard your sistein-law/her grunt a good while.’

[GLC 2016: 1017Catalan

In (33) the perceptio verb takes a transitive infinitive whose arguments attach to the

higher host® The dativeaccusative alternation suggests thab verbstend to form a

complex predicate that inherits arguments from its members. In this complex predicate, the

internal agument of the infinitive bears accusative form, while the subject of the infinitive

turns into the third argument of the complex predisatetir cantar'hear sing’. This fact is

suggested first by the use of the dative prepostiavith the lexical DP amh then by the

appearance of dative cliticin the pronominal formExample (33d) illustrates the climbing

of the entire clitic cluster to the matrix domain.

(33) Embedded transitive, Catalan

a.

Vaig sentir cantar una aria

hearPAST-1.SGSINgINF an ariarF-SG

‘| heard the tenor sing an aria.’

La vaig sentir cantar
CL-F-3.SGACC hearPAST-1.SGSING INF
‘| heard the tenor Bg it.’

Li vaig sentir cantar
CL-M-3.SGDAT hearPAST-1.SGSINgINF

‘| heard him sing an aria.’

La hi vaig sentir

al tenor

to-the tenoM-SG

al tenor.

to-the tenorM-SG

una aria.

an ariaF-sG

cantar.

CL-F-3.5G-ACC CL-M-3.SGDAT hearPAST-1.SG SiNgINF

‘| heard him sing it.’

¥ GLC (2016: 1020) gives also the following contexts, for causative/permissive verbs:

0] No (me’ls) van deixar{me’ls)

Not CL-1.SGACC/DAT CL-3.PL-ACC let-PAST
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References to the formation of verbal complexes based on causative and perception
verbs taking bare infinitives as their complements are mentioned in the most important
Spanish grammar(Bello 1847, GRAE 193ENGLE 1973, NGLE 2009). Although some of
these analyses are not well elaborated, | should remark the interest showed to these
constructions. Mention to the formation of complex predicates one can find especially in
Bello (1847) ad NGLE (2009)Bello (1847: 8 1100), for instance, gives the examples in
(34) and argues, using the test of clitics, thigio sonar‘hear sing’ andvimos arder'see
burn’ taken as a complex verb assign accusativasa@ampanasthe bells’ andel bosque
‘the forest’, respectively. The accusative clitic climbs out of the embedded clause and

attaches to the matrix host, as in the Catalan constructions above.

(34) Spanish

a. Oigo sonar las campanas
hearPRES1.SG ring-INF the bel-F-PL
‘| hear the bells ring.’

b. Las 0igo sonar.
CL-F-3.PL-ACC hearPRES1.SG ring-INF
‘| hear them ring.’

C. Vimos arder el bosque
SeePAST-1.PLburnINF the forestM-sG
‘We saw the forest burn.’

d. Lo vimos arder.
CL-M-3.SGACC SeePAST-1.PLburniNF

‘We saw it burn.’

A property of Spanish worth mentioning in the context of the constructions |
investigate is the presenceafto’, a preposition that usually markiefinite aninate DPs (cf.
Laca 1995,Torrego 1998, Rodriguedondofiedo 2007,L6pez 2012, Ordoiez & Roca
2017) a phenomenon known &sfferential Object MarkingDOM) since the seminal work
of Bossong (1985). This prepositiartto’ morphologically bears the same foimdative as
in accusative, which is a possible source of confusion and which has given rise to many
theories about its origins (see Laca 2006, Fabregas 2013).

In simple sentences ‘to’ introduces both accutge and dative DPs (35), arid
usually analysed as a Case marker (€mmonte 1991, Torrego 1998, Lopez 2012,.dit)
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Spanish causative and perception verb constructions (and in contrast with Catalan facts),
prepositiona will always mark definite animate DPs, independent of the transitivithef
embedded ver®

(35) Spanish
a. Vi al nifo / a Juan.
SeePAST-1.SG Domthe childAcCc/ DOM JohnrAccC
‘| saw the child/Juan.’
b. Vi el coche / *al coche
SeePAST-1.SGthe carACC / DOM-thecar

‘| saw the car.’
C. Le di un libro a Juan.
CL-M-3.SGDAT (give-PAST-1.SGa bookACC to JohRDAT

‘| gave a book to Juan.’

Spanish accusative-marked objects have the same morphological fasndativea-
objects, to which | add the syncretism in form found with directienad’ (cf. FAbregas
2013). Given the confusing scenarios the usa cdn create, we can check the Case of the
arguments in (36) with the help of passivisation, which igiogsd to direct objects (36a) and
prohibited with indirect objects (36b), and clitics (36c, d), which have different

morphological forms for each Case.

(36) Spanish
a. El nino/Juan fue visto.

‘The child/Juan was seen.’

% The use of accusatiwais not only restricted to contexts of animate and definite DP objects, bualgtois
obligatory with other objects that are specific (strong quantifiers, pronouns, partitives) assweitha
complements doubled by dative clitics, small clause subjects and raised objects. The semaritiosctivatit

are associated with DOM are oftelated to animacy, definiteness and the (argument) structure of the verb (see
Fabregas 2013Qissen (2003: 43@37) proposes the definiteness and animacy scales below and claims that the
higher in prominence a direct object is, the more likely it isstovertly casenarked.

0] Definiteness scale: personal pronoun > proper noun > definite NP > indefinite specific NP >
nonspecific NP
(ii) Animacy scale: human > animate > inanimate

[adapted from Aissen 2003: 437]
Ormazabal & Romero (2013)are that the semantic notions of definiteness and animacy (and other

concepts such as specificity and topicality) that are tightly connected to the presence or dlzsetegeod on
the syntactic configurations where the DOM object is licensed.
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b. *Juan fue dado un libro.
‘Juan was given a book.’
C. Lo vi.
‘I saw him.’
d. Le di un libro.

‘| gave him a book.’

Going back to perception verb constructions, (37) and (38) illustrate contexts of
intransitive complementation to perception verds.in the case of Catalan etlelitic always
climbs out of the embedded intransitive complement to the matrix domain, otherwise it would
give ungrammatical results (as in 33&c). The clitic corresponding to the embedded subject

never attaches to the infinitive.

(37) Embedded unesgives, Spanish

a. Vi correr a Juan.
SEeePAST-1.SG run-INF DOM John
‘I saw Juan run.’

b. Lo Y correr.
CL-M-3.SGACC SeePAST-1.SG run-INF
‘I saw him run.’

C. *Vi correto.
SEePAST-1.SG rurn-iNF- CL-M-3.SGACC

(38) Embedded unaccusatives, Spanish

a. Vi salir a Juan
SeePAST-1.SGQgo outiNF DOM John
‘I saw Juan go out.’

b. Lo Vi salir
CL-M-3.SGACC SeePAST-1.SGgO OUtINF
‘I saw him go out.’

C. *Vi salilo.
SEeePAST-1.SG go OUtINF-CL-M-3.SGACC

In transitive infinitive dependents (39), the arguments of the infinitive follow the

same pattern as those in thexbal complex abovmentioned (see the Catalan examples) and
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behave as belonging to the matrix domain. When both object clitics climb to the matrix

domain, they form a dativaccusative clitic cluster, in our case las(39d)?°

(39) Embedded transitiwe Spanish

a. Vi comprar flores a Maria
SEePAST-1.SGbuy-INF flower-F-PL  to Mary
‘| saw Maria buy flowers.’

b. Las vi comprar a Maria
CL-F-3.PL-ACC SEePAST-1.SG buyINF to Mary
‘| saw Maria buy them.’

C. Le Vi comprar flores
CL-F-3.SGDAT SEePAST-1.SG buyINF flower-F-PL
‘| saw her buy the flowers.’

d. Se las Vi comprar.
CL-F-3.SGDAT CL-F-3.PL-ACC SEePAST-1.SG buyINF
‘| saw her buy them.’

Clitic placement in transitive contexts can be a source of structural ambiguity, as
some works have pointed out (see also Alarcos 1970, Labelle 1996, Hernanz 1999, Alsina
2002, Ciutescu 2013a, GLC 2016)he embedded subject in transitive complements to
perception verbs does not always surfaces as a dative object and the embedded object clitic
can remainn sity, and this fact is usually correlated with the option percep#obsvhave of
entering IC, or, in other words, of taking an infinitival complement with preverbal subject, as
in (40) below.

(40) Catalan
a. He vist en Joan comprar la revista
SEeePRES.PERA.SG the John DbuyINF the magazie-F-SG

‘| have seen Joan buy the magazine.’

% Spani# disallows the clitic combinations {le/s lo/s}, {le/s la/s}, aselalways replaces the dative clitics le/s
(see Bonet 1994; 1995, Ordo6fiez 2002). MRAE (2010: §16.4.2a) explaingnhatesencia de los pronombres
de acusativo, los de dativo adquiereffiolana invariablesesi ambos presentan rasgos de tercera persona” (“in
the presence of accusative pronouns, dative pronouns take the invariabéeifdooth of them have'3person
features™translation mine, EC).
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b. L’ he vist comprar la.
CL-M-3.SGACC SeePRES.PERRA.SG buyINF-CL-F-3.SGACC

‘| have seen him buy it.’

Spanish
C. Vi a Maria comprar flores.
SEePAST-1.SGDOM Mary buyINF flower-F-PL

‘| saw Maria buy flowers.’

d. La Vi compralas.
CL-F-3.SGACC SEePAST-1.SG buy-INF-CL-F-3.PL-ACC
‘| saw her buy them.’

The data seem to suggest that pronominalizing the subject of the infinitive in
transitive complements to perception verbs does not necessarily presuppose complex
predicate érmation. The subject and the object of the infinitiveeree accusative and
pronominalse as accusative, as the usdao&ndlas clearly show. In then situ variant, and
the object clitic can stay in the complement, as in (40D, d).

According to the GC (2016), when the embedded clause has a direct object and an
indirect complement, speakers prefer the preinfinitival position. Even more often, the
speakers choose to express the infinitival subject through an accusative or a dative clitic as in
(41b).

4y a. Vaig sentir la veina explicar coraés  nens petits.
hearPAST-1.SGthe neighboutell-INF tales to-the children young
‘| heard the neighbour tell the children tales.’
b. La/Li vaig sentir  explicar contes als nenspetits.
CL-F-3.SGACC/CL-3.SGDAT hearPAST-1.SGtell-INF tales to-the children
‘| heard her tell the children tales.’
[GLC 2016: 1018Catalar

The variation found in the positioning of tleenbedded subject reflects, in fact, a
difference in the derivation of these structurBsis is the claim Alsina (2002) makes in
Gramatica del catala contempora(GCC). Alsina examines the two constructions in which
perception verbs can embed an infiretnd identifies two patterns. One isarargumental

object control constructiod2a), whose matrix object controls the embedded subject of the
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infinitive. The infinitival subject receives no semantic role from the matrix verb, but
exclusively from thanfinitive. The second pattern (42b) iausative constructigrsimilar

to the one found in Catalan with causatige‘make’, in which the matrix predicate and the
infinitive form a causative periphrasiqcf. Alsina 2002: 2425). As already said and
illustrated, the order in (42a) would be excluded with Cafelaimake’, which would give

ungrammatical results.

(42) Catalan
a. Vaig veure en Josep correr darrere l'autobus.
SeePAST-1.SG the  Joseph runiNF behind thebus
‘| saw Josep run to catch the bus.’
b. Vaig veure coOrrer en Josep darrere l'autobus.
SeePAST-1.SGrunINF the Joseptbehind thebus

‘| saw Jeseph run to catch the bus.’

Alsina (2002: 2427) argues in favour of a structural difference between (42a) and
(42b), althoughhiis is not obvious from cliticagion facts. The infinitival subject receives
accusative in bt situations Elacc vaig veure correr darrere I'autobd$ saw him run to
catch the bus’). The differences are not perceivable when dealing with embedded
intransitives (as in (42a, b) where we have an unergative infinitive), therefore a transitive
infinitive could create an appropriate environment to capture the contrast. Alsina (2002:
2427) states that the presencdi dthe dative clitic) oda/lo (the accusative clitic) in for the
infinitival subject in (43) is due to the availability of the two abowentioned configurations.

The choice ofli is evidence for the formation of a verbal complex, i.e. ¢chesative
constructionin Alsina’s terms, while the choice &/lo is a sample of the neargumental

object control construction (again, in Alsina’s weytf

(43) a. No m’ agradaria  sentir-li /-lo
not CL-1.SGACC like-COND-1.SG hearINF-CL-3.SGDAT / CL-M-3.SGACC
insultar els meus amics.
insult-INF the my friends

‘| wouldn't like to hear him insult my friends.’

% Not all native speakers agree withsina’s judgements. In fact, the patterns with dative clitics are quite
marginal (Jaume Mateu p.c.).
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b. La I/ vaig veure  reparar un rellotge
CL-M-3.SGACC/CL-3.SGDAT SeePAST-1.5G repairINF a clock
en cinc  minuts.
in five  minutes
‘| saw her repair the clock in five minutes.’
[Alsina 2002: 2427Catalan

In conclusion, Alsina claims the IC and RIC structures are fundamentally different,
although the test of clitics would favour a possible double analysis only in the case of the
transitve complementsThe terminology Alsina uses can be deceiving. It is not clear why he
chooses to assimilate the perception verb construction to the causative one. In addition, he
does not elaborate on the control pattern and the legitimacy of-argomerdl object (i.e.

the infinitival subject) is questionable under a classical control analysis.
3.1.2. Causative verbs

For Catalan causative verbs in Catalan, | identify the same clitic patterns | recorded for
perception verbs (see also Villalba 199894, Alsina 1993; 1996b, Amadas 2002, GCC
2002, GLC 2016)The main difficulty of Case marking in Catalan causatives is once again
the dativeaccusative variation of the embedded subject, determined by the transitivity of the
embedded verthe behaviour otlitics, both in configurations with transitive infinitives and
intransitive ones, indicate that these clauses behave as a singlen&ksey domain.
Applying the same reasoning as in the previous subsection to the scenarios with f€atalan
infinitive, | expect to find clitic climbing to the matrix domain of the corresponding object
clitics. Indeed, the data in (44 through 46) show this is correct. As in the case of perception
verb complements, when the infinitive is intransitive, the object clitic avgiynbs out of

the complement, as the ungrammaticality in (48c) show (see also Villalba 1992, 1994):

(44) Embedded unergativ€atalan
a. El Joan ha fet plorar la Maria.
the John makePRES.PERA.SG Cry-INF the  Mary
‘Joanmade Maria cry.’
b. El Joan I’ ha feta plorar.
the John CL-F-3.SGACC makePRES.PERF-1.SG Cry-INF

‘Joan made her cry.’
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[Villalba 1992: 366]
*El  Joan ha fet plorarla.
the John makePRES.PERA.SGmade CryINF-CL-F-3.SGACC

(45) Embedded unaccusative, Catalan

a.

El Joan va fer venir la Maria.
the  John makePAST-3.SG COmelINF the Mary
‘Joan made Mary coar’

El Joan la va fer venir.

the John CL-F-3.SGACC makePAST-3.SG comelNF

‘Joan made her come.’

*El  Joan vafer venir-la.

the John makePAST-3.SG cOmeINF-CL-F-3.SGACC

(46) Embedded transitive, Catalan

a.

El professor fa tocar la flauta a la Montse
the teacher makePRES3.SG playINF  the fluteF-SG to the Montse
‘The teacher makes Mom®play the flute.’

El professor la fa tocar a la Montse
the teacher CL-F-3.SGACC makePRES3.SG play-INF  to the Montse
‘The teacher makes Montse play it.’

El professor li fa tocar la flauta

the teacher CL-F-3.SGDAT makePRES3.SG playINF the fluteF-SG
‘The teacher makes her play the flute.’

El professor la hi fa tocar.
the teacher CL-F-3.SGACC CL-F-3.SGDAT makePRES3.SG play-INF

‘The teacher makes her play it.’

Recall that, unlike Catalan, Spanish allows for two positions for the infinitival subject

of complements to causatitxacer‘make’ anddejar ‘let’, and manifests the same word order

flexibility found in configurations with perception verf’sThe double configuration is

attested in the majority of Spanish dialects (with certain restrictions in Rioplatense Spanish,

cf. Bordelois 1974; 1988). The following constructions are meant to illustrate these two

%" Remember that Catalan permits this double configuration only for caudatiee‘let’.
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configurations, indicated by a superficially different placement of the infinitival subject, with

all classes of embedded verbs.

(47) Embedded transitives, Spanish

a.

Juan hizo abrir la puertaa Pedro
John makePAST-3.SG OpenINF the door to Peter

‘Juan made Pedro open the door.’
[Trevifio 1992: 310]

Hizo a Sofia leer envoz ala el document.
makePAST-3.SG DOM Sophie readNF in voice loud the document
‘He made Sophie read the document loudly.’

[MRAE 2010: §26.5.1]

(48) Embedded unergatives, Spanish

a.

Mozart no hizo cantar asi a las sopranode sutiempo.
Mozart not makePAST-3.SGSing INF like thisDOM the sopranos of htime
‘Mozart did not make the sopranos of his time sing like that.’

[CREA: Revista Musical Chilena, 2000, Chile]
El hizo a la gente cantar, bailar y aplaudir.
he makePAST-3.SGDOM the people singNF danceINF and applautNF
‘He made people sing, dance andlapgd.’

[CREA: Diario de Yucatan, 1996, Mexico]

(49) Embedded unaccusatives, Spanish

a.

Hice salir a Juan
makePAST-1.SGgo OutINF DOM John

‘I made John go out.’
[Aissen 197948]

[H]izo a la muchachitasalir corriendo.
makePAST-3.SG DOMthe little girl  go OWNF running
‘He made the little girl rush outside.’
[CREA: Belli, G., 1992, Nicaragua]
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Standard pattesof cliticisation of causative construction are given in (50 through

52). The dative clitide and the accusative clitida/lo climb out of the complement to the

main clause, attaching tacer‘make’:

(50) Embedded transitives, Spanish

a.

Su fama d torero guapo y elegalate
his fame of toreador handsome and elegani-3.SGDAT
ha hecho conocer a muchas mujeres.
makePRES.PERA.SGmeetINF DOM many women
‘His fame of being a hatsome and elegambreador made him meet many
women.’
[CREA: Tiempo, 1990, Spain]

Le hizo escribir  un articulo.
CL-M-3.SGDAT makePAST-3.SGwrite-INF an article
‘S/He made him write an artel

[CREA: La Vanguardia, 1995, Spain]

(51) Embedded intransitives, Spanish

a.

A su madrda hizo llorar con
DOM his motherCL-F-3.SGACC makePAST-3.SGCry-INF with
lagrimas de sangre.
tears ofblood
‘His mother, he made her cry bloody tears.’
[CREA: Arrabal, F. 1982, Spain]
Este estlpido juego de palablas hizo reir
this stupid play of words CL-F-3.SGACC makePAST-3.SGlaughINF
hastarecuperar la inocencia.
until recoverNF the innocence
‘This stupid word game made her laugh till she regained her innece
[CREA: Paso, F. del Paso, 1977, Mexico]
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(52) Embedded unaccusatives, Spanish
a. Lo hizo llegar a la Casa Blanca.
CL-M-3.SGACC makePAST-3.SG  arrive-INF to the Howse White
‘He made him reach the White House.’
[CREA: EI Siglo, 1997, Panama]
b. [S]u ausencia [...Ja hizo caer BEn melancolia
his alsence CL-F-3.SGACC makePAST-3.sGfall-INF in the melancholy
‘His absence made her fall in melancholy.’
[CREA: Campos Reina, J., 1990, Spain]

As previously noticed in perception verb contexts, the embedded sulijestraiver
attach to the infinitive verb. The impossibilty of attaching clitics to the
unergative/unaccusative infinitive in causative constructions confirms the fact that they

always target the host vehiacer‘make’.

(53) Spanish
a. *Hicieron bailafda (a Julia).
makePAST-3.PL danceINF-CL-F-3.SGACC (DOM Julia)
[Hernanz 1999: 2249]
b. *Hizo llegda.
makePAST-3.SGarrive-INF-CL-F-3.SGACC

The behaviour of clitics in Spanish causatives embedding transitive complements
parallels once again the situation pointed out for contexts with perception verbs. Given (54), |
can deternme two clitic climbing patterns (see also Alarcos 1970, Strozer 1976, Trevifio
1994). While the dative clitite standing for the infinitival subject must always climb, the
embedded object either may cliti@onhaceror may remainn situ (54b) (cf. Torego 2010,
MRAE 2010). When both the subject clitic and the object clitic climb to the matrix domain,

we get the clitic cluster in (5485:

% The clitic cluster {le lo} is an impossible combination. Agesult, it should become {se lo} aslia hizo
leerlo (He made him read #)*Le lo hizo leer Se lo hizo leecf. NGLE 2009).
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(54) Transitive complements, Spanish

a. Hizo abrir las ventanasal conserje
makePAST-3.SG OpenINF the windows to-the caretaker
‘He made the caretaker open the windows.’

b. Le hizo abrinas.
CL-M-3.SGDAT makePAST-3.SG OpenRINF-CL-F-3.PL-ACC
‘He made him open them.’

C. Se las hizo abrir.
CL-M-3.SGDAT CL-F-3.PL-ACC makePAST-3.SG OpenINF
‘He made him open them.’

[Alarcos 1970: 188]

Although | do not want to touch on the issue of dialectal variation in Spanish
causatives (this would take me too far afield) but | must note herddjaatcausatives allow
the embedded subject to surface also as a direct object clitic more easilpaitem
causdéives, as the asymmetry in (556) shows (examples in (55) are frokarcos 1970:
188).

(55) a. Dejaron tocar el piano a la nifa.
let-PAST-3.PL play-INF the piano to the little girl
‘They let the litte girl play the piano.’
b. Le dejaron tocaio.
CL-F-3.SGDAT  let-PAST-3.PL play-INF-CL-M-3.SGACC
C. La dejaron tocaio.
CL-F-3.SGACC let-PAST-3.PL play-INF-CL-M-3.SGACC
d. Se lo dejaron tocar.
CL-F-3.SGDAT CL-M-3.SGACC let-PAST-3.PL play-INF
‘They let her play it.’
(56) 72a hicieron toch.

CL-F-3.SGACC makePAST-3.PL play-INF-CL-M-3.SGACC

Recall thatdejar ‘let’ can also build constructions with preinfinitival subjects, a

position that can be directly probed by the the high¥ejr cluster that can assign Case to
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the infinitival subject, which is eventually interpreted as an accusative objechgTiako

account that NGLE (2009: §16.13) states that there is a preference for speakers of Peninsular
Spanish to use dative clitics in causative constructions with transitive complements even in
nonleista dialects.

Briefly summarsing the conclusions | dve arrived at in this subsection, the
phenomena of clitic climbing is beyond any doubt strong evidence in favour of the
transparent character of the infinitival complement. Once | assume that the frontiers between
the matrix clause and the embedded seetdrave dissolved | expect to have clitic climbing
to the main clause. At the same time, | cannot ignore the cases that show speaker variation,
that seem controversial or make an exception from the Imfgortantly, at least two issues
should be accountefdr. The first one refers tthe optional vs. the obligatory character of
restructuring/complex predicate formation. | have shown that in the case of Clatalan
causatives the behaviour of the clitics seems to suggest that RIC is compulsory. The second
issue has to do with establishing the head responsible for Case assignment. Object clitics that
stay attached to infinitives question the lack of Cassgning properties of these verbs in the

complements of causative and perception verbs in Catalan angsBp

3.2. Long object movement

Long object movement (or simplgng passives in Rizzi 1976; 1982, Burzio 1986, Cinque
1998) is available to those structures that present restructuring effects. The infinitive behaves
again as a transparent domaint thdows the raising of an internal argument of the infinitive
to the position of the matrix subject. Passivisation of the matrix predicate makes the
embedded object to move to matrix subject position and agree with the matrix verb. The
matrix verb is thene bearing the passive morphology, and not the infinitive.

Spanish (Trevifio 1994, Tubino 2011), Catalan (Alsina 1996, Amadas 2002), Italian
(Rizzi 1982, Burzio 1986) and French (although quite marginally; see Rowlett 2007: 782)
have this phenomenon, bRomanian does not, which is easily explained if we take into

consideration the lack of complex predicate formation in modern Romanian.

(57) Spanish
a. El palacio fue hecho reconstruir por el presidente.
the palace was made rebuild by the president
‘The president had the palace built again.’
[Trevifio 1994: 78]
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b. El edificio fue hecho derribar por Juan.
the building was made demolistF by John
‘Juan had the building demolished.’
[Tubino 2011: 146]

(58) Catalan
a. La torre de vigilanie va ser fetaconstruir pel rei de Franca.
the tower of surveillance was médméd-INF by king of France
‘The king of France had the surveillance tower built.’
[Amadas 2002: 142]
b. Aquestslibres van ser fets llegir als estudiants per la Gemma.
these  books were maeadINF to-the students by the Gemma
‘Gemma had these books read by the students.’
[Amadas 2002: 142]

Long passives are sensitive to intervening subjects (cfmbiand 2001), hence they
only take place when nothing prevents the embedded object to raise. Wurmbrand (2001)
argues that long object movement resembles the impersonal passive in the sense that there is
no thematic relation between the internal objedhefinfinitive and the verb that undergoes
passivisationRizzi (1982) notes that the passive derivation applies after the verbal complex
is formed (59):

59) a. Piero ha fatto mangiare quel dolce anche a Mario.
‘Piero has made even Mario eat thateca
b. Quel dolce é stato fatto mangiare anche a Mario da Piero.
‘Piero had that cake eaten even by Mario.’
[Rizzi 1982: 39]talian]

In the same spirit, Amadas (2002: 143) observes that the process of passivisation
cannot be dissociatedoim the argumental relations established inside theplonpredicate.
Namely, passivition takes place if the verbal complex includes an external argument and a
direct internal one. A first condition for the passivisation of these constructions is ehat th
infinitive should be a transitive verb whose internal argument caeaa@s a subject in the
passivied construction. However, notice that, quite surprinsingly,biyaphrase does not

refer to the external argument of the embedded infinitive, but textieenal argument of the
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causative predicateel( rei de Franca‘the king of France’la Gemma‘Gemma’, in the
Catalan examples). The infinitival subject is omitted in the first sentence (60a), but it is
present in the Italian example (58a and in (60b)below. The infinitival subject is
interpreted as the third argument of the causative construction and therefore it bears dative

Case.

(60) Catalan
a. El rei de Franga va fer construir la torre de vigilancia.
‘The king of France made (someone) build surveillance tower.’
b. La Gemma va fer llegir aquests llibres als estudiants.

‘Gemma made the students read those books.’

What we see in the structures (59) and) (§Ghe fact that the passieid causative is
able to assign Case to argumentt eire not thematically linked to it in any way. Passive is a
SURFHVV WKDW SUHVXSSRVHV Wridl (cD ENoRIEkS VORR (aedyli WKH
1986),blocking accusative Case assignment to the internal argument, which must be assigned
nominative.As a result, the subject of the causative is demoted and interpreted as an adjunct
by-phrase. The external argument of the infinitive is incapable of occurring as the subject of
the passive because it already suffered the consequences of restructuriogipdexc
predicate formation. Remember that long passives are sensitive to intervening subjects, and
take place when nothing prevents the infinitival object to raise.

| take long object movement to be a sign of absence of any barriers between the two
clause, a transparent domain that allows movement from the complement to the matrix

clause, under certain conditions.

3.3. Impersonal se—passives

Long passives with causatives are quite rare in actual speech, yet they are attested in the
literature. The pssive interpretation is usually obtained with the help of impersonal or

reflexive sepassives, which are more common (cf. M. L. Hernanz, p.c.).

(61) Spanish
a. ? Las maquinasgueron hechas trabajar todo el verano.
the machinesvere made work-INF whole the summer

‘They had the machines work the whole summer.’
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b. Se hicieron trabajar las maquinas todo el verano.
SE makePAST-3.PLwork-INF the machines whole the summer

‘The machines were ma to work the whole summer.’

Impersonalse-passives andeflexive sepassives with causative and perceptiorbve
constructions are charactwd by the presence of the clitise instead of the passive
morphology?® Seis a passivisation marker (cf. Mekdetxea 2012: 482). As we will see, the
two forms ofsepassives do not have the same properties and behave differently with respect
to Case and agreeméfit.

This particular type of impersonal/passa@wvas analysed as an arbitrary subject and
was labekd as ARB SE, a functional category heading its own projection (as in
Mendikoetxea 1990). In simple transitive constructions with ARB SE, the verb may or may
not agree with its object (examples (62) are taken from Mendikoetxea 1990%'3I6ijs

phenomenotis also present in other Romance languéges.

(62) Spanish
a. Se leen los libros.
SEreadPRES3.PLthe bookpPL
‘Books are read.’
b. Se lee los libros.
SE readPRES3.SG the bookpL

‘One reads the books.’

In (62a), the passivee absorbs the accusative Case of the transitive verb. For that
reason, the internal argument is assigned nominative and triggers agre@aentis an
instance of impersonae in which se absorbs nominate Case, and accusative Case is
assigned to the DP object ‘los libros’. The two forms of reflexive passives are represented

schematically in (63) below.

% Reflexive passives were first observed by Aissen & Perlmutter (1976) for restructuring verbs gueteas
‘want’, empezafbegin’, terminar‘finish’, acabar‘end’, etc.

“0 For more discussion on (impersonal and reflexiseponstructions and proposals of analyses, consult
Zubizarreta (1982), Hernanz & Rigau 19&%ampos (1989), Bartra (2002), and, especially, Menthkee
(1990, 1999, 2012) and Dobrov&orin (2007).

41 Mendikoetxea (2012: 478) defines the elemsmin (62) as«some sort of nonalternating INFelated
element, a morphological marker of ‘passivization’ or ‘impersonalization’».

“2 DobrovieSorin (2007) cims that nominativee developed via a diachronic reanalysis from accusatéve
only in ltalian, Spanish, Portuguese, but not in French and Romanian.
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(63) a. [ne €] [INFL SEacc] [ve V NP ] : passivese
b. [ne €] [InFL SEnom] [ve V (NP)] : impersonake
[adapted from Mendikoetxea 2012: 482]

In reflexive passives of causative and perception verb construction, accusative
objects, as in the case of simple titims clauses, can turn into the subject of the passéve
construction, as noticed by Alarcos (1970: 190) and Hernanz (IP{9®)nternal object of

the infinitival verbis assigned nominative and agrees with the matrix verb.

(64) Passivesewith causatve verbs

a. Se hicieron sonar las sirenas.
SEmakePAST-3.PLcall-INF the sirens

‘Sirens were called.’
[Hernanz 1999: 2255]

(active versionHizo sonar las sirena's/He made the sirens call’)
b. Sedejaron morir  las hogueras.
SElet-PAST3.PLdie-INF the bonfires
‘The bonfires were dampening down.’
[Alarcos 1970: 190]

(active versionDejé morir las hogueraS/He let the bonfires die’)

(65) Passivesewith perception verbs
a. Se escuchan  zumbar las abejas.
SE hearPRES3.PL buzzINF the bees
‘The bees were heard to buzz.’
[Hernanz 1999: 2245]
(active versionEscucha zumbar las abej&/He hears the bees buzz’)
b. Seven cer [...]las aguas  negras.
SE SEePRES3.PLIUMNINF the waterPL blackpPL
‘The black rivers are seen to flow.’
[CREA: Prensa, 1997]

(active versionVe correr las aguas negraS/He sees the black rivers flow’)
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Di Tullio (1998: 216) relates the presence of agreement in the reflsgipassive
with the process of ré&sicturing. The sentences in (6display a visible alternation with
respect to verbal agreentenith the embedded DPs. In (66b, d) (and alse6®4above), the
matrix verb agrees with the infinitival subject, evidence for the building of a complex
predicate. The posterbal embedded subjedtss campanasthe bells’ andas gaviotasthe
seagulls’ become the subjects of the verbal clusteye{ songrand {ven volat. On the
other hand, (66a, c) are just instances of impersonal passives with nonsgaitivehich no
agreement takes place (the verb igha third person singulagnd the embedded DPs are

analysed as direct objects.

(66) a. Se oye {sonar las campanas}.

SEwom NearPRES3.SGring-INF the beltPL
‘One can hear the bells ring.’

b. Se {oyen sonar} las campanas.
SEacc hearPRES3.PLring-INF the belpPL
‘The bells were heard tong.’

C. Se ve {volar las gaviotas}.
SEvom SEeePRES3.SGfly-INF the seaguibL
‘One can see the seagulls fly.’

d. Se {ven volar} las gaviotas.
SEacc SEePRES3.PLfly-INF the seaguibL
‘The seagullsre seen to fly.’

[adapted from Di Tullio 1998: 21&panish

The two variants ofeconstructions are also observed in Catdfan.

(67) Catalan
a. Se sent {cantar els océfls}.
SEnom hearPRES3.SG singINF the birdpL
‘One can hear the birds sing.’

“3 Bartra (2002: 2161) claims that reflexive passives (in simple transitive structures) in Cataldjemteto
geographic variation: in Central, Balearic and Valencian dialects, they always agree. In Nonthdiakets,

they usually do not agree. In all dialects, when the DP is definite and is preverbal, they ahwaysitgthe

verb. Movement of theobject DP to a preverbal position always triggers agreement with the verb. This is also
found in passives with causative and perception verbs. These constructions resemble middldaros)sandt

yield a generic interpretation.

“ https://www.timeout. cdgirona/ca/quder/les 13-millors-platgesde-la-costabrava (accessed July 2015)
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b. Se {senten cantar} els ocells.
SEacc hearPRES3.PLSINGINF the birdPL
‘The birds were heard to sing.’

C. Se sent {les seves veus caftar}.
SEnom hearPRES3.SG the their voicePL singINF
‘One can hear their voices sing.’

d. Se {senten cantar} les veus.
SEacc hearPRES3.PL SINGINF the voicePL

‘Their voices were heard to sing.’

One of the tests we can apply to structures withersonaketo determine the Case
of the embedded DP is the test of pronominalization. In (68), with an embedded unergative
complement, the DBIs ocellsthe birds’ from (68a) pronominalizes as the accusative clitic
els In sepassives, on the other lthrbecausevert DP is interpreted as a subject, it triggers

agreement with the verb.

(68) Catalan
a. Se’ Is sent cantar.
SEnom CL-3.PL-ACC hearPRES3.SG SingINF
‘One can hear them sing.’
b. (Ells) Se  serten cantar.
they SEacc hearPRES3.PL SiNngINF

‘They are heard to sing.’

A further argument in favour of assigning a different analysis to impersmnal
construction comes from the example (69). Here | deal with a causativeuctiost that
involves a transitive complement. This configuration is more complex because the embedded
verb has two arguments. As in a normal causative configuration, the infinitival olpéos
d’oli ‘oil mills’ bears accusative Case and the infinitisabject is posverbal and introduced
by the dative prepositioa. No agreement takes place between the verb and the accusative

DP argument.

“® http://www.coloniesjorditurull.org/cantaesplai/cas/letra.php?id=278 (accessed July 2015).
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(69)

Catalan

A I' época dela casa dels Medinacellino es va deixagonstruir

to thetime of the house of Medinacelli r&®,qy let-PAST-3.SGbuild-INF

molins d’oli a cap vei de la vila d' Arbecd?®

mill-pL of oil to no neighboussG of the village of Arbeca

‘At the time of the Medinaceli no one let the inhabitants of the village of Arbeca

build oil mills.’

| point out that the pronominatdition of the infinitival subject in the following

impersonake examples obeys the same principles as in a common causative/perception verb

constuction. The Casenarking relationships are established in accordance with the

embedded type of complement.

(70)

Spanish
a. [Clantidades de oxigeno que se les hizo respirar
quantityPL of oxygen thadEoum CL-3.PL-DAT makePAST-3.SG breatheNF
a los jugadores
to the players
‘Quantities of oxygen that the players were made to breathe.’
[CREA: La Hora, 2000, Guatemala]
b. Durante meses se les vio dar saltos
during monthSEom CL-3.PL-DAT SeePAST-3.SG makeINF jumps
‘During months one saw them jump.’
[CREA: Azla, F. de, 1987, Spain]
C. Fue entonces cuando sda vio sonreir
bePAST3.5Gthen when SEyou CL-3.SGACC SeePAST-3.SG smileINF
por primera vez
for first time
‘It was then when she was seen to smile for the first time.’
[CREA: Somers, A., 1990, Uruguay]

An important observation is in order redmg animate DPs. In Spanish, animate

arguments in transitive structures are introduced by the DOM prepaaitihich is also a

“6 hitp://www.arbeca.cat/turisme.php?cs=5&csb=12 (accessed july 2016).
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Case marker. As pointed out in (71), the preseneeimdicates that the transitive object has
been already assigned Cased &ience we can explain the lack of verbal agreement and the

presence of an impersors&Econstruction.

(71) Se vio a los  nifos.
SEwom SEEPAST-3.5G DOM the  childrenPL-ACC
‘One saw the children / The children were seen.’
[Mendikoetxea 2012: 483]

In the context of causative and perception verb constructions, the behaviour of
animate DPs makes no exception. Di Tullio (1998: 216) and Hernanz (1999: 2245, fn.56)

observe that there is an incompatibility between (bare) animate nominade paskives.

(72) a. *Se ven sonreir  nifos.
SExcc  SEePRES3.PL smile-INF children
b. *Se vieron jugar los nifos.

SEacc SEEPAST-3.PL play-INF the children

Bartra (2002) suggests that, given the diversity of valuessthedn takesecan be
interpreted with reflexive or reciprocal values (which do not exist with inanimate DPSs),
especially with DPs in preverbal position in siestructures, such as (73a). A pestbal
DP in a noragreeing construction (73b) supports the interpretatioseals a subject and,
consequently, of the internal DP as an object.

(73) a. En Joan es critica.
the JohnSE criticise-PRES3.SG
‘One criticises Joan.’/ ‘Joan is critised.’ vs. ‘Joan criticses himself.’
[Bartra 2002: 2159]
b. Es critica en Joan.
SE criticise-PRES3.SGthe John

‘One criticises Joan.’ / ‘Jan is criticeed.’

Animate DPs favour the impersonal construction. They must be DREWarked

objects. In (741 give contexts that include both bare nominals and definite DPs.
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(74) Spanish
a. Son obras enlasqusee ve trabajar a obreros
be-PRES3.PLWOrks in the thasEoy SEEPRES3.SGWOrk-INF DOM workerPL
delmundo entero.
of world entire.
‘There are labours in which one can see workers from the whole world work.’
[CREA: ABC, 1982, Spain]
b. Se oia a los frailes cantar gregoriano.
SEwom NearPAST-3.SGDOM the monkpPL sing-INF Gregorian
‘One could hear the monks giGregorian.’
[MRAE 2010: §26.5.1]
C. Se ve bailar a las chicas.
SEwom SEEPRES3.SGdancelNF DOM the girkPL
‘One can see the girl dance.’
[Alarcos 1970: 190]
d. Se dejo cantar a los nifios.
SEwowm let-PAST-3.SGSINg INF DOM the childpPL
‘One let the children sing.’
[Alarcos 1970: 190]

The impersonalse construction is presenéven with animate, but not human,
nominals, on condition that these objects are marked with DOM (75). Recall that animate, but

not human, DPs can trigger agreement with the verb in passtemstructions.

(75) a. Se vio correr a los gatos y bajar asustados
SEyom SEEPAST-3.SGrun-INF DOM the catPLand descendhF frightened
las escaleras de lo®dificios altos.
the stairs of thebuildings taltPL

‘One could see the cats rundanervously descenthe staircases of the tall

buildings.’
[CREA: Revilla, B., 1997, Guatemala]
b. iHastase oye cantar a los pajaros!

even SEpw hearPRES3.SGSIiNgINF DOM the bids
‘One can even hear the birds sing?
[CREA: ABC, 1989, Spain]
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In conclusion, DOM objects in Spanish are restricted to the imperssmal
construction since they bear accusative Ca3de basic generalision behnd these facts is
that only those objects, which are not overtly marked for accusative case, are allowed to show
verb-subjectagreement effectComplements that are headed by @hearker are frozen in
this construction and unable to raise to subjecttiposiThe DOM DP is already Case
marked and is inert for further movement (cf. Ormazabal & Romero 2013, Saab 2014, 2015).
In consequence, the verb establishes a relation of a defapétr8on singular agreement with
the impersonake Saab (2014, 2015)uggests that impersonak (which has an arbitrary
reading)arises as a default strategy at the semgmtigmatic interface. According to Saab,
under the impersonal reading, the embeddeuist be Mcomplete to value the Case feature
of the internal arguent assigning it accusative. However, the external ttw¢aremains
unassigned and a default rule applies at the semanaignatic interface giving the relevant

arbitrary reading.

4. Critical over view of previous accounts

The previous section lookedto the main properties of the RIC construction and described

phenomena, such as clitic climbing, long object movement, and reflexive passives, which
guestion the presence of a syntactic border between the matrix verb and the infinitival
complement. In thesecond part of this chapter, | review the most important analyses that

focused on infinitival dependents of causative and perception verbs.

Given the large amount of literature on causative and perception verb constructions,
the overview of accounts isrgctured so as to capture the main lines of investigatifmtus

on three main aspects, ignoring for the moment other details that may be relevant to our

" Despite thefact that Catalan is not a language in which DOM is expressed on the object (except for those
situations in which it is dislocated or topicalized), impers@gal also triggered with animate DPs, as (i)
shows:

(i) Catalan
a. Es veu ballar les noies.
SEyom SEEPRES3.sGdancelNF the girlpL
‘One can see the girls dance.’

b. Es deixa cantar els nens.
SEyowm |et-PRES3.SGSINGINF the childpL
‘One lets the children sing.’

c. Es fa treballar els obrers.

SBEwom MakePRES3.SG work-INF the workerPL
‘One makes the workers work.’
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discussion to which I will come back in the subsequent chapters. | try to see whether or/and
how the microvariation shown above is captured in these works, looking at the (amount of)
complement (a clause (a CP) or a smaller category) embedded under a causative or a
perception verb, the mechanisms at stake in deriving RIC, and the consequences these
mechanisms have for the Case valuation of the infinitival argumérs also interested in
the concept of restructuring and how it can be comprehended in the context of a minimalist
account of causative and perception verbs constructions. | will attengatebne this notion
according to the latest theoretical developments made to the understanding of the clausal
architecture.

With respect to the sead type of constructionanalysed in this thesis (i. e., IC), a
large number of studies were concerned wligmonstrating that these structures belonged
either to ECM configurations, especially in the case of perception verbs, or to control
patterns, mainly for the Spanish causative construction. | should say that the classical
accountsof causative constructis pay little attention to the IC construction and focus
almost exclusively on the RIC one.

This section is divided in 5 subsections. They all treat different strategies of building
RIC that were proposed in the literature, except for the last subsedtioh contains an

approach to defective TPs in the embedded complement of causative/perception verbs.

4.1. Sentential complementation

Kayne’'s (1975) pioneering work was written in the transformational model offered by
Chomsky’s (1965, 1973 xtended Sindard TheoryKayne coins here, for the first time, the
well-known and largely used notions dfaire-infinitive (FI) and faire-par (FP)
construction$? With respect to théaire-infinitive construction, Kayne (1975) proposes that
the derivation of a sentee likell a fait partir son ami¢He made his friend leave’ involves

the application of a transformation (FI) “that has the effect of changing the relative order of

embedded subject and verb” (p. 211). This transformation is followed by another one, the

“8 Thefaire-par construction is exemplified in (i):

0] Elle fera manger cette pomme par Jean.
she makeuTeatINF that apple by John
‘She will have that apple eaten by Jean.’
[Kayne 1975: 234]

I will deal only briefly with these structures when | analyse the argument structure of thevifimiti
the following chapter. Generally, the construction FP is put aside in this study.
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obligatory insertion of, if the embedded verb is transitive. Kayne shows ftiae ‘make’,

laisser‘let’, voir ‘see’, entendrehear’, etc., and the infinitive that follows them do not form

a complex verb morphologically, so they are not ‘united undémgle V node’ (p. 219). The

two verbs are two independent items and they can be separated by other lexical elements. His

arguments come from clitic placement in questions (76a), positioning of the negative element

pas (76b), clitics in imperatives (76c)leletion of the matrix verb (76d), coordinated

structures (76e), and adverbials (76f). | adapted Kayne’s French examples (our 76¢, d, e, f) to

Catalan:

(76)

a. Ferat-il partir Marie?
makeFUT-t-he leaveNF Mary
‘Will he make Marie leave?’

b. On ne fera pas partir Jean.
they not mak&uT NEGleaveINF John
‘They will not make Jean leave.’

[Kayne 1975: 218French

Catalan

C. Feslo llegir  aquell liéar
makeIMP=CL-M-3.SGACC readINF that  book
‘Make him read that book.’

d. Maria fara ballar en Joan i [fara] cantar en Pau.
Mary makerUuT danceiNF the John and make s the Paul
‘Maria will make Joan dance and Pau sing.’

e. El professor fara llegir llibresi recitar versos als seus
the teacher makeFUT readINF books and reciteNF verses tethe his
estudiants.
students
‘The teacher will make his students read books and recite poems.’

f. El fiscal el fara sens  dubte dir la t.verita
the prosecutoCL-M-3.SGACC makeFUT without doubt telNF the truh

‘The prosecutor will no doubt make him tell the truth.’

Kayne claims that the Fdonstruction is underlyingly biclausdiire ‘make’ and

verbs akin to it are thus followed by a sentential complement {aig,[s son amie partiy
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‘make his friend leave’). He also notes thktisser ‘let’, voir ‘see’, andentendre‘hear’,
undergo FI optionally, as opposedfaire ‘make’, which blocks the prfinitival position:*®
Kayne assigns different deep structures to the two constructions, deriving dhsseictions
with prenfinitival subjects from an underlying sequence of the thgisser/voir/entendre
_NP_S (e.g.Jaisser Marie[s elle manger todt‘let Marie eat everything’) to which he
applies the rule of EqtNIP deletion in order to erase the emitbed subject’ In the case of
faire ‘make’, Fl is obligatory. The ungrammaticality ofi *a fait son amie partirtHe made
his friend leave’ (Kayne 1975: 203) follows from a combination of two factors: (i) the
compulsory application of the rule FI, and (e fact thafaire doesn’t subcategorize for an
[ NP S] (p. 228). Kayne (1975) argues tfate-infinitive is, at the core, a venmoving
transformation (VAmovement in the case of embedded transitives), that moves the V/VP out
of the embedded clauddowever, in Kayne’s opinion, the application of FI never affects the
embedded sentential boundaries, asréstriction on certain cliticetion patterns seems to
demonstrate.

Two of the examples that Kayne (1975: ZH) gives to illustrate his assungpis
are the one in (77). He concludes that the impossibility of the embedded dative clitic to climb
to the main clause must be due to the presence of a clausal boundary that prevents the clitic

lui to move to the matrix domain (theative-cliticisation oblem” cf. Burzio 1986: 240 ff):

(77) French
a. Je ferai écrire monami a sa soeur malade.
| makeFUT write-INFmy friend to his sister sick
‘I will make my friend write to his sicsister.’
b. *Je lui ferai écrire mon ami.

| CL-M-3.SGDAT makeFUuTwrite-INF my  friend

Rizzi (1976, 1978, 1982) agrees with Kayne (1973t tFl is a verbmoving
transformation that should be distinguished from restructuring precisely because it does not
affect the boundaries of the embedded sentence. Restructuring is, in his view, an optional
abstract rule meant to explain the reanalysec@ss undergone by certain verbs (such as
modalswant must can, aspectualsstart, finish, be about tp continuge and motion verbs

come go, etc.)and the infinitival verb they take as a complement. Restructuring is regarded

9 Kayne assignkisser‘let’ and voir ‘see’ a double subcategorisation configuration.
* This construction would equate in modern terms to a control configuration.
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as a cyclic rule that trarmfms a biclausal structure into a simple clause with “a unique verbal
complex consisting of the main and the embedded JgfbRizzi 1982: 2) by deleting the
sentential boundaries between the two clatses.

Looking at constructions that involve causatand perception verbs, Rizzi (1982: 27
39) examines the possibility of extending his restructuring proposal to these constructions.
While he agrees that the FI seems to build a verbal complex (that “cannot be simply a V” (p.
38)), there are differencestieen this process and restructuring that hint to the fact that the
two rules cannot be collapsed: while restructuring destroys the underlying complex structure,
the FI does so only apparently. He notices that the Italian counterpart of French (77) is also
ungrammatical (78a) and uses Kayne’'s theoretical argument of the preservation of the
embedded boundaries, along with other two empirical arguments, to argue against
restructuring in these constructions. As opposed to restructuring verbs (78b), theldiative
representing the indirect argument of the embedded clause cannot climb past a specified
subject (in the transformational model, this restriction was called the Specified Subject
Constraint (SSC); see Chomsky 1980, 1981) in order to attaiereémake’. In addition,
Italian causative and perception verbs do not trigger any change in the choice of the auxiliary

(78¢c) and cannot embed passives (78e).

(78) Italian
a. ?*Mario gli fara scriverePiero.
Mario CL-M-3.SGDAT makeFUT write-INF Peter
‘Mario will have Piero write to him.’
b. Mario gli vuole scrivere.

Mario CL-M-3.SGDAT wantPRESwrite-INF

‘Mario wants to write to him.’
[Rizzi 1982: 29]

C. Mario lo ha/*e fatto/ lasciato/visto venire.
Mario CL-M-3.SGACC has/*is made/let /seen COM¥NF

‘Mario has made/let/seen him come.’
[Rizzi 1982: 28]

*! The presensubsection introduces the relevant details of Rizzi's proposal that make explicit reference to the
causative constructions and ignores the particulars of those restructuring analyses based caspextatd, or
motion verbs. See the footnote 2, chaptebda list of referenes that treat the phenomenon of restructuring.

*2 This impossibility of causative/perception verbs to embed passives was first observed by RijzQihgre

(1998: 42) explains the ungrammaticality of (78e) appealing to his thgrar which the causative/perception
functional head is placed lower than the Voice head, and hence the causative/perception vephssivides,

but it cannot embed a passive; the embedded verb cannot bear passive morphology.

75



d. Mario ha/é voluto tornare a casa.
Mario has/is wanted come baick- to home

‘Mario has wanted to come back home.’
[Rizzi 1982: 2]

e. *Gianni ha fatto /visto essere picchiato Piero da Mario.
John has made /seen -ilbe beaten Peter by Mario
f. Piero gli poteva essere presentato.
Peter to him carASTbe presented
‘Piero was allowed to be introduced to him.’
[Rizzi 1982: 28]

Rizzi concludes that FI leaves intact the input structure, thus lacking the mair trait o
the restructuring rule.

Other proponents of a verbovement rule for the derivation of the causative
constructions withhacer ‘make’ and dejar ‘let’ are Aissen (1974, 1979) and Aissen &
Perimutter (1976, 1983). Aissen (1974) proposes the rule of Raiting (VR) (in Aissen
(2979) it is called ‘Predicate Raising’), a syntactic rule that transformationally derives a
simple structure from a bisentential underlying structure: VR “extracts the embedded V from
its clause and moves it into the matrix classehat it forms a verb unit with the matrix verb”

(p. 333)*° Aissen’s (1974, 1979) analysis differs from Kayne and Rizzi's proposals in that
the PR rule removes the sentential boundaries and creates a monoclausal cortruction.

Working in the framework foRelational Grammar, Aissen & Perlmutter (1976: 21)
put forward the rule of ‘clause union’ “which makes all dependents of the embedded verb
into depedents of the matrix verb”. As in Kayne’s (1975) work, this rule is optional with
certain verbs such afejar ‘let’. This verb can trigger either ‘clause union’ or subjtxt
object raising, when the embedded subject is foundnfiretivally. The rule of raisingto-
object had already been proposed by Radford (1977) for Italian and Hernanz (1982) for
Spanish.Hernanz (1982), for example, defends that the class of perception and causative
verbs embedding infinitives experiments a process of raising, understood as a transformation
at that time, in which the subject/object of the infinitive moves to the objetioposf the

matrix verbs only aftethe frontiers between these verbs and their dependent clauses vanish

%3 See alsdMarantz (1984)Aoun (1985), and Reed (1992), whlso assume an embedded sentential clause in
thefaire-constructions.

* See also Radford (1977), Van T2l Maio (1978), and Marcantonio (1981), for other proposals of-verb
raising that derive a monoclausal structugerfra bisentential one. In these analyses the embedded verb and the
matrix one form a unique verbal constituent, and the-raiging rule entirely removes the sentential boundaries
between the two verbs.
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Aside from Kayne (1975) and Rizzi (1982), two other linguists tried to obtain the
effects of transparency of the subordinate clause without dektgngmbedded boundary.
Rouveret & Vergnaud (1980) (henceforth, R&V) argue thae ‘make’ subcategorizes for
an infinitival CP complement whose C is null. For R&V, a sentence myashwmtoduced by a
complemenser. They identify three categories of ¢ish predicates that select infinitival
complemets headed by a null complemeseti: verbs of théelieveclass, subjeeto-subject
raising verbs (e.gseen), and verbs of the typmakédlet/'seéhearhelp. The complemenrder
can be overt (such disat, for, etc.), or null (following Chomsky & Lasnik 1977), of the form
[comp €], where “e” is an identity element. Thus, a sentence like (79a) would receive the

analysis in (79Db):

(79) a. The boys make Lucy sing.
b. The boys makeck cowmp € [Lucy sing]]]]

Along the same lines, a Romance causative construction such as (80a) would have the

underlying configuration (80b):

(80) a. On fait sortir Marie du bureau.
‘They make Marie leave the office.’
b. faire [cp[comp €] Marie |yp sortir du bureau]]
[adapted from R&V 1980: 13Erench

With respect to the differences betwdaisser ‘let’ /voir ‘see’ andfaire ‘make’ and
the possibility of the former vbs to take complements with prénitival subjects, they
assume thatisser’‘let’ and voir ‘see’ are assigned a feature in the lexicon that trigiess
deletion of the complemensér, giving rise to constructions similar to the English ones (with
make believe etc.). The causativiaire ‘make’, instead, does not have this feature and cannot
erase the CP barrier, whence the ungrammaticality of those constructions infautgdb
followed by a lexical embedded subject (i%n fait Marie sortir'They make Mary leave’).

R&V(1980) were also concerned with finding a way to show that “undemio
conditions,faire ‘make’ and the verb embedded under it combine to form a semantically
complex verbal unit and [...] the embedded subject becomes an ‘argument’ of this complex
verbal unit” (R&V 1980: 99). Therefore, their grammar introduced the notion aiatie
rewriting rule, a formal device that had the effect of creating new verbal complexes in the

course of the transformational derivation, modifying the argument structure of the sentence,
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with the important mention that the thematic rules did not Hae@toperty of collapsing the
two verbs into a single lexical unt.R&V (1980: 129) assumed that the derivation of
structures with postfinitival subjects involved VP fronting which moved the embedded

verbal constituent to Spec, TP, inside the CP.SIhecture is given in (81) below.

(81)
NP VP
3
V CP
3
COMP TP
3
VIVP VP
3
NP ive

[adapted from R&V 1980: 130]

In R&V's (1980) proposal, the V(P) remains within the embedded clause for
governmehand Case marking reasons. In this way, the embedded subject is assigned Case
by the embedded verBuch an assumption has been empirically challebgegurzio (1981,

1986), who observes that, if the embedded subject were governed by the lower verb, data
such as (82) should be grammatical. However, as we see, thdoclitiat stands for the
embedded subject) cannot remain on the lower verb since it would give ungrammatical

results. The case of the infinitival subject must be thus valued by the mextoix v

(82) a. *Faro lavorarlo.
makeFUT  WOrk-INF-CL-M-3.SGACC
[Burzio 1981: 367]
b. *Faro intervenirlo.
makeFuT  intervenelNF-CL-M-3.SGACC
[Burzio 1986: 277]

Burzio (1981: 368, 1986: 25%62) also notices that the distribution of clitics is

similar in FP and Fl constructions, so there is no clear evidence for the existendausea

% They used the device of thematic rewriting rutesniodify the thematic indices of embedded verb found in
the complement dfire. The rules were meant to just-twex the heads of the base structure (the matrix verb
and the embedded one), reanalysing the sequéaice\/” as a single verbal complex.
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boundary between the causative and the embedded verbstraictare,since this would
block cliticisation of the embedded object to the matrix verb. In his analysis, the complement
of an FP is a basgenerated VP:

(83) a. La faro [vp riparare { [a Giovanni {p]
‘I will make Giovanni repair it.’
b. La faro [vp riparare {| (da Giovanni)
‘| will have it repaired by Giovanni.’
[adapted from Burzio 1986: 256]
That VP movement occurs within trembedded CP is further discredited by the
results & wh-movement (84a) and pass@&i®n (84b), that would give ungrammatical

outcomes if sentential boundaries were still present in the derivation:

(84) a. I brano che non so a chi hai fatto leggeree’
the passage which not kn@®RES1.SG to whom have made readr is
“Addio ai monti”.*®
farewell to mountains
‘The passage which | don'nkw whom you got to read i&\tddio ai monti’.’
[Burzio 1981: 369Italian]
b. Quei brani  furono fatti leggere a Giovanni.
those passages were madeidde to John
‘Giovanni was made to read those passages.’

[Burzio 1981: 371]talian]

Burzio (1986) argues that in FI constructiorfare ‘make’ sulrategorses for a
sentential complement that is affected by-MBvement. The causative verb resembles ECM
verbs in that it triggers S” (i.e., CRHdeletion (see Chomsky 1981): themplementier
deletion removes the C of the embedded clause without affecting its structure. In this way,
the embedded CP will no longer be a barrier and the embedded verb will be transparent for
government.Burzio defendsconvincingly the claim that the VP complemest always

extracted from the embedded clause (contra R&V 1980), and that it is moved completely

%6 Federico Silvagni (p.c.) finds rather unnatural (84a) but the presence of a clitic improvesctheestru

0] I brano che nonso a chi I hai éageré e’ ‘Addio ai monti’
the passagehich not knowPRES to whomcL-M-3.SGACC have made realiNF is Addio ai monti
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(contra Kayne 1975 who argued for ambvement in the case of intransitiveBpr an
embedded subject to be Case governethi®/make’, the sentential boundas should first
delete and then VP movement appliegiding the violation of the projection principle.

This VP-movement rule applies only to embedded transitives and unergatives, but not
to unaccusatives. Unaccusatives take a VP complement and md¢wtis¢ one, and this trait
brings this construction close to the FP oh&herefore the following FI constructions have
different derivations: (85h) are syntactically derived, while in (85c) the aue verb

directly subcategores for a VPcomplemenh

(85) Embedded transitive
a. Maria ha fatto \p riparare la macchinagp Giovannip]

‘Maria has made Giovanni repair the car.’
[adapted from Burzio 1986: 230]
Embedded unergative

b. Maria fa |p lavorare] E Giovanni tp]

‘Maria makes Giovanni work.’
[adapted from Burzio 1986: 233]

Embedded unaccusative
C. Maria fa [ intervenire Giovanni]
‘Maria makes Giovanni intervene.’
[Burzio 1986: 269]

Regarding the Casmarking relationships, intransitive verb complements do not pose
any problems for Case assignment, because the embedded subject/object is assigned Case by
the matrix causative under government. More problematiciaBurzio’s view, the contexts
that involve transitive complements, in which the embedded subject surfaces with dative
Case. Burzio (1986: 234) maintains that dativization in these constructions “is a reflex of
some general mechanisms of Case assigrimant proposes th@henomenon ofCase

absorption which is related to the ability dare ‘make’ to assign Case to the embedded

* For differences/similarities between Fl and FP see Burzio (19813B541986: 25&62). For analyses of FP
in Spanish, see also Strozer (1976) and Jaeggli (198&)e $6 the similarities between the two structures
reviewed by Burzio concern cliticisation, movement of embedded objects, matrix past participieeagraad
Case dependencies between the matrix verb and embedded dMetsecent approaches to FP foend in
Legendre (1990), Guasti (1991b, 1993, 1996a, 2007), fidg\li994), Ippolito (2000), Torrego (1998, 2010)
and Tubino (2011).
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subject. Nevertheless, the specifics of his proposal are not fully developed and, in conclusion,
it is not clear how the subjegets its Case in these constructiths.

Burzio also observes that, while the application of the causative rule appears possible
not only with fare, but with other verbsldgsciare ‘let’, vedere‘'see’, guardare‘look at’,
osservareobserve, udire ‘hear’, ascoltare’listen to’), the rule seems obligatory only with
fare ‘make’. All the other verbs appear to trigger the causative process optionally. In
agreement with R&V (1980), he considers correct the assumption that the obligatoriness of
the causative rel with fare must be related to the mechanisms of the Case Theory, the
application of this rule being necessary for the assignment of Case to the embedded subject.
The obligatoriness of the causative rule is not a topic devoid of problems. Recall that this
restriction applies to Italian, French and Catalan, but it is not valid for Spanish, a language in
which the causativenakeallows both IC and RIC.

Burzio (1986: 287304) analges infinitival complements of perception verbs with
preinfinitival subject ascomplex NPs on a par with pseudorelative (PR) complements, in
which the head of the NP controls the subject of the infinitive, as inr’%86).

(86) a. Ho visto pp Giovannij[cpche [e] parlava con Maria]]
have seen John hav  was talking with Mary
‘| have seen Giovanni who was talking to Maria.’
[adapted from Burzio 1986: 29Ralian]
b. Ho visto pp Giovanni [cp PRQ parlare con Maria]]
have seen John talk with Mary
‘| have seen Giovanni talk to Maria.’
[adapted from Burzio 1986: 29Ralian]

%8 A similar mechanismCase transmissignwas proposed by Rosen (1992). The function of this mechanism
was to pass thebdity of the causative verb to assign Case down to the embedded verb, which is the one that
actually Casenarks the infinitival complements, in Rosen’s view.

* The pseudorelative complemefypeculiar finite complement structures of perception verbsh@Ge 1995:

5), has received various analyses in the literattiteas been analyzed as two separate constituents (as in Kayne
1975, Sder 1978, 1980), as a sole constituent (a complex NP, made up of a clause, the pseudorelatéve, and th
NP as its antecedg as in Graffi 1980, Kayne 1981, Burzio 1981, 1986) and as a complex CP/SC (by Radford
1977, Guasti 1988; 1993, Campos 1994, Cinque 1992). Cinque’s (1992) SC proposal reconcilesethese thr
analyses, arguing that the PR can assume one of the threerssuat function of the context. Declerck
(1982a) also proposes a threefold structural ambiguity for the Englishidgo€®nstruction, as well as Miller &
Lowrey (2003), in the same spirit, for French. For a good introduction and specific detailhesalbhalyses

see Casalicchio (2013, chapter 1, especially pg@143and references therein. Recent proposals were put forth
by Rafel (1999; 2000; 2001) Di Lorenzo (2010), Cechetto & Donati (2011), and Casalicchio (2013).
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Burzio (1986) rejects both a sentential structure and a (classical) object control
structure for the infinitival complements, although he admits that a perfect comparison
bewween these complements and the tensed ones of the pseudorelative type cannot be
perfectly drawn (Burzio 1986: 36804). Nevertheless, Burzio considers that the remaining
problems are minor and do not contradict his propbsalumerate some of these prik:
the failure of the infinitival complement to pass tests suclpsedeclefting, clefting,
equativedeletion, right node raising, but also the impossibility of coordinating the infinitival
clause with a simple DP, or passivig the whole infinitivalconstituent, as well as applying
right dislocation of the infinitive complemeritbelieve that these problems are not trivial at
all and these tests only confirm that a complex NP/DP analysis is not the right approach to
the analysis of the infinitival eoplement.The syntactic structure of the infinitive differs
substantially from the PR tensed complements. PR complements are syntactically and
semantically akin to gerunds, not to infinitives (cf. Casalicchio 2028l not insist here on
the difference between PR and infinitival complements. Casalicchio (28§43 and 85.2.2)
gives pertinent arguments against the approach of overlapping these two analyses.

Regarding the mechanism of restructuring, Burzio (1986) gives evidence in support of
the idealtat, at least in certain respects, causative constructions present a range of similarities
found also in restructuring constructidfidVVhat these two constructions have in common is
the way in which they are derived: by VWovement. All the same, Burziokamwledges that
there are differences between the two constructions and links them to independent properties
the structures that undergo Mfovement in his theory hadé.

More recently, restructuring analyses for causative and perception verb construction
are proposed by Di Tullio (1998) and Hernanz (1999). Di Tullio (1998:2214 also notes
that perception verbs in Spanish have a double behaviour when followed by an infinitive.
One is the possibility of occurring with a clausal complement (i.e., oaoi@plement). The
second one is a restructuring configuration in which the perception verb is similar to an
auxiliary and forms with the infinitive a verbal complex that is also responsible for the

assignment of Case. Although Di Tullio (1998) claims thatunification effect between the

€ Arguments came from clitic clibing, past participle agreement, contexts with sequences of infinitives, and
toughconstructions. Burzio himself admits that overlapping the process that openaiés causative
constructions with the one implicated in restructuring is not new. Previpugaaes were taken in Aissen and
Perlmutter (1976), Radford (1977), and Van TéMaio (1978).

®In the case of restructuring, for example, Burzio (1986) claims there is always an anaphoric e sieiéde
PRO referentially bound by the matrix subjtwit could explain the prohibition on embedded passives and on
the change of auxiliary on causative constructions, previously discussed by Rizzi (1982). Omiltiréies

and differences between restructuring and causative constructions in lta@i@yrz® (1981: 557 and ff.) and
Burzio (1986: 343348, 369382).
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two verbs is due to restructuring, her view on this process is not too different from what R&V
(1980) and Manzini (1983) catkanalysis Besides the data | introduced in the previous
section (the manifestation of dati@ase on the embedded subject, clitic climbing, and
reflexive passives), Di Tullio further adds evidence drawn from extraction (87), meant to
confirm, on the one hand, that the two verbs restructure, and, on the other hand, that they

behave differently froncontrol verbs (874).

(87) a. *:Qué la viste leer?
what CL-F-3.SGACC seePASTreadINF
b. ¢Qué le viste leer?
what CL-F-3.SGDAT seePASTreadINF
‘What did you see her read?’
C. *La novela que la vi leer
the novel thatL-F-3.SGACC seePASTreadINF
d. La novela que le Vi leer
the novel thatCL-F-3.SGDAT seePASTreadINF
‘The novel that | saw her read
e. ¢Qué la forzaste a leer?
what CL-F-3.SGACC force-PASTtO readiNF
‘What did you force her to read?’
f. La novela que la forcé a leer.
the novel thaCL-F-3.SGACC forcePASTtO readNF
‘The novel that | forced her to read.’
[Di Tullio 1998: 216,Spanish

In (87), notice that extraction is possible only when the infinitival subject surfaces
with dative Case, as the occurrence of the dative &difiroofs. Thus, the complement must
be transparent enough to allow extraction of an embedded argument.

Hernanz (1999: 2240) argues for a restructuring analysis “which subsumes the
inflected verb and #h infinitive under the same clausal unity. This allows the governing

action of the matrix verb to transcend the sentential boundary and extend over the infinitival
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subject”® Although the same process is involved in botrerinfinitive> and <hacer

infinitive> configurations, th&er-construction is slightly different. The restructuring process
brings about different outcomes in the two constructions. While in the first configuration it
simply deletes the clausal borders which separate the matrix dom@airtifeosubordinated
one, in the second configuratitiacer‘make’ is engaged in an additional process of fusion
with the infinitive in a sole verbal complex (Hernanz 1999: 2Zbfi§. two results are given

below:

(88) <verinfinitive>
a. [cp ... [v Vimos] [cp Julia bailar]].
b. [cp ... [v Oimos] (a) Julia bailar].

‘We saw Julia dance.’

(89) <hacerinfinitive>
a. [cp ... [v Hicimos] [cp Julia bailar]].
b. [cp... [ve Hicimos bailar] (a) Julia].
‘We made Julia dance.’
[adapted from Hernanz 1999: 2257]

Restructuring would derive a monoclausal structure8&8 from a biclausal one
(88-89a). In the case of perception verbs, derivation results in a complement that retains a
certain degree of autonomy with respect to the matrix clause. Hernanz (1999) claims that the
unity of hacerinfinitive resembles in many respects that of a verbal periphrasis, and this fact
explains wordorder aspects, absence of semantic restrictions on the matrix subject (90b) or

constraints on the occurrence of reflexives (aQc

(90) a. Los piratas/??arrecifes vieron zozobrar la nave.
the pirates feefs SeBAST-3.PLfounderINF the ship
‘The pirates/??reefs saw the ship founder.’
b. Los piratas / arrecifes hicieron zozobrar la nave.
the pirates /reefs makasT-3.PL founderINF  the ship

‘The pirates/reefs made the ship founder.’

2 Translation mineE.C. This original version is “que subsume en una sola unidad oracional el verbo flexionado
y el infinitivo [...] Ello permite que la accion rectora del verbo dominantigada la frontera oracional y se
extienda sobre el sujeto del infinitivo” (see Hernanz 1999: 2240).
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C. Vio *sentar | sentarse a las damas.
seePASTsit down /  sit dowaNF-REFL DOMthe ladies
‘He saw the ladies sit down.’
d. Hizo sentar a lasdamas en un lugapreferente.
makePASTsit downINF DOM the  ladies in a place special
‘He made the ladies sit down in a special place.’
[Hernanz 1999: 22586, Spanish

| believe that one of the reasons Hernanz (1999) needs to propose (89) is to account
for the preferenc@eninsular Spanish speakers have of building verbal complexebaegith
‘make’. | say ‘preference’ because the second construction (with the preinfinitival subject) is
also used in the Peninsula, so there is no real reason for not deriving (88) dlaceior
constructions. Perception verbs, on the other hand, are found in both configurations. It is true,
however, that the tendencies speakers have to build verbal complexegnwith'see/hear’
are weaker than in tHeacerdejar‘make/let’ cases.

There are various ideas to keep in mind from these previous approaches that are
important to the understanding of the constructions under investigation in a new, modern key.
With respect to the sentential complemésigssen (1974, 1979Aissen & Perimutter (186),
Hernanz (1982, 1999), as well Barzio (1986) share an important view, i.e., the propofal
transforming a biclausal structure into a single clause, deleting the clausal b@mszshe
clausal boundaries erase, the operation renders the wdlnidmplement transparent for a
series of phenomena. In essence, the purpose of the deletion process is to achieve well
formednesslin accordance with the Minimalist theory and against all these proposals, | have
to abandon the notion of rule and concebfethe transparent complement in a more
straightforward way.Nevertheless, as Wurmbrand (2006: ®1%) correctly points out, the
challenge for the biclausal approaches of this kind is to provide evidence for the initial
clausal structure of the infimital complement. If | want to maintain the view that causative
and perception verbs still select for clauses in these constructions, it is desirable to redefine
the subordinate clauskretain from these authors the need for a defective complement, in the
sense that this complement should be poorer than a CMlement in terms of
complemenser and Tense properties, a fact that would ultimately explain the syntactic
transparency (cf. Gallego 2009, 2010, 20li4ant to advance the hypothesis that the
defective complement clause should not be necessarily small, but it can involve a defective
CP layer (cf. Ormazabal 1995, Sola 2002,tEjps& Seely 2006, Gallego 2009; 2012m14,
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Cornilescu 2013, for other constructions; farther discussion, justificatioand details of
this approachsee chapter 3 and chaptgr 4

The postulation of a defective compleménings us invariably to the issue of word
order and the operation of unification of the matrix and embedded verbs, but also to the
licensing of CaseBecause the MP eliminates from the theory the mechanism of government,
Caselicensing that previously took place under government had to be abandoned (see
Chomsky 1991, 1993, 1995, Lasnik & Saito 19‘§Iﬁhe motivation othe strategy of clause
union in the works | mentioned was also directly linked to this mechanism of government.
Before introducing the incorporation approach, that was an important GB proposal with
consequences for word order and Case, | introduce a series of works on parallel structures,
meant to explain the simultaneously monoclausal/biclausal behaviour of causative and

perception verbs.
4.2. Parallel configurations

Several classical works (Zubizarreta 1982; 1985; 1986, Di Sciullo & Williams 1987, Goodall
1987) have postulated paral&tuctures in order to account for what Baker (1988: 433) calls
‘hybrid’ behaviour of the embedded lexical subject: the fact that it is a subject in the deep
structure and an object in the surface one.

Zubizarreta (1985, 1986) proposes a simultaneousopbottom structure (91) for
causatives in languages such as French and Spanish, meant to explain the linguistic

differences across Romante.

(91) Structures for French and Spanish Causatives

[ce NP eV [crlve V NP] NP
! ! ! ! !
Pierre  afait lire ces passages aJean
! ie ! !
[ce NP [p Y NP PP]]

‘Pierre made Jean read these passages.’
[adapted from Zubizarreta 1985: 283]

8 Case should now be understoodtes expression of an agree relationship with a prob&famsky’s 2000,

2001 ProbeGoal system)

® For Zubizarreta,lte causative constructions are built via a lexical process. Her analysis is partially inspired by
Williams (1979).
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Zubizarreta (1985, 1986) claims that Spanish and French causative constructions
differ in many respects from liah ones. In French and Spanialre/hacer‘make’ functions
morphosyntactically as a main verb that can take a clausal complement and as a
morphosyntactic affix (a bound morpheme), whereas in Itéismake’ behaves uniquely
as a morphosyntactic affthat attaches to verbs and gives rise exclusively to monoclausal
fare-infinitive construction. French and Spanish causative sentences, but not Italian ones, are
associated in parallel with two syntactic structures: one biclausal, and another one
monoclaual. In the monoclausal structure, the two verbs are presyntactically united under a
single V node- the Complex Verb Hypothes(see Zubizarreta 1985: 2-280)— forming a
complex predicate (a kind of-V compound) that has effects on the argument strecind
accounts for Casmarking, word order, passivisation, and the ability of anaphors to be

referentially bound to the matrix subjéct.

(92) a. Piero fece leggere quei brani a Giovanni.
‘Piero makes Giovanni read those passages.’
b. Piero [vp [v fece leggere] quei brani a Giovanni]
[adapted from Zubizarreta 1985: 2Talian]

Zubizarreta (1985) argues that the Case marking assignment works in the same way in
French, Spanish and lItalian, in spite of the fact that they differ with respect to the possibilities
of accommodating reflexive clitics (93) or allowing passivisation of the embedded objects
(94).

(93) a. On a fait se  raser Prer
they makePAST REFL shaveINF Peter

‘They made Pierre shave himself.’

(French
b. Lo hicimos afeitarse a Pedro.
CL-M-3.SGACC makePAST REFLshavelNF-REFL DOM Peter
‘We made Pedro shave himself.’
(Spanish
C. *Mario ha fatto accusarsi Piero.
Mario has made accutdr-REFL Peter
‘Mario has made Piero accuse himself.’
(Italian)

% See also Van TidDi Maio (1978) and Marcantonio (1981) that unite the two verbs under a single V node.
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[Zubizarreta 1985: 274]

(94) a. *La maison a été faite construire (par Casimiro).

the housebePAST-3.SGmakePAST.PARThuild-INF by Casimiro

(French
b. *La casa fue hecha construir (por Casffhiro).
the housebePAST-3.SGmakePAST.PARTbuUIld-INF by Casimiro
(Spanish
C. Quei brani furono fatti leggere (da Giovanni).
those passagelsePAST-3.PLmakePAST.PARTreadINF by John
‘Giovanni had those passages read.’
(Italian)

[Zubizarreta 1985: 268]

This observation forces Zubizarreta to assume a rather strange explanation for those
languages in which causatives are associated in parallel withytwactc configurations:
Casemarking proceeds as in the case of the reduced structure (as in the Italian cases), but the
binding principles apply only to the biclausal structure. In her view, this should account for
the surface word order and Casarkingof complements, on the one hand, and, on the other
hand, for tle possibility of having passiason, as well as for the distribution of reflexive
clitics.

Baker (1988: 433) draws attention to the fact that the proposals of parallel structures
are conframted with a “serious conceptual problem [...] of how in general the principles of
grammar apply to the two contradictory structures.” The problem is related to the way in
which the principles of the subsystems of the GB theory are relevant to the twiaiseoubk
structures. According to Zubizata’s analysis for Spanish, for example, principles of Case
WKHRU\ DSSO\ WR WKH PRQRFODXVDO VWUXFWXUH- WKH ERWMW

theory, binding theory) apply to the clausal one (the top structure).

 Example (94b) is considered ungmmatical in Zubizarreta (1985). However, our Spanish informants do
accept it. As we have seen, passivisation, although marginal, is possible in Spani§k.3sedbove; see
examples from Trevifio 1994: 78, Tubino 2011: )14®e following example is takérom Torrego (1998: 97):

0] Este palacio fue hecho construir por el rey X.

this palace was made rebuilék by the king X
‘The king X had the palace built.’
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Other linguists that construthe causative structures from parallel derivations are
Goodall (1987) and Di Sciullo & Williams (1987). Building on a previous work by Williams
(2979), Di Sciullo & Williams (1987: 91) propose for the causative construction a process of
co-analysis, meartb replace the Thematic Rewriting rule of R&V (1980). As in Zubizarreta
(1985),faire is ambiguously a main verb or a member of a complex predicate, a compound in

Di Sciullo & Williams’ terms.

(95) VP
9

V VP NP
g g g
Jean afait rire Pierre
g g g
V V NP

hf
\Y
h
VP

‘Jean made Pierre laugh.’

[adapted from Di Sciullo & Williams 1987: 93]

In (95) the top structure is syntactic, while the bottom half involves morphology as
well. Di Sciullo & Williams need this lexical component in order to explain the apparently
common argument striure and the change in thematic roles, specifically the internalization
of the subject of the embedded verb and its realization as a dative argument. At the syntactic
level, the causative verb as an independent predicate assigns an agent role totitsvilbjec
the embedded verb does not alter its argument structure and assigns a theme role to its object.
The ceanalyzed structure is not derived through different stages, but it actually involves two
derivations that take place simultaneously (as in Zsbéta 1985). In Di Sciullo &
Williams’s analysis, the posfinitival order of the embedded subject follows from precisely
the morphological requirement that the causafmiee and the embedded predicate be
adjacent to form a compound.

Goodall (987) shares with this latter analysis the view of two different but
simultaneous structures for the causative constructions. As in Di Sciullo & Williams (1987),
faire ‘make’ is lexically specified to take a clausal complement or to be sister a verb ({Gooda
1987: 105106). In the analysis developed by Goodall, both types of structure coexist at all
levels of representatiolBoth Goodall (1987) and Di Sciullo & Williams (1987) distance
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themselves from Zubizarreta (1982, 1985) in claiming that there angec@bkrequirements

from the grammar when accounting for the Case (Case, in their analyses, is assigned by the
complex verb) or argument structure facts. In their view, the sentential and the reduced layers
of the causative structure can be concomitardbeased for any operation by the modules of

the grammarThis is, of course, a complication of the grammar that should be able to access
both structures and choose whatever it likes, apparently at random. Nothing is said about
what constrains the grammar make these choices.

These analyses alsmll for revision, under assumptions of the minimalist theory,
where there are no modules of the gramrvianimalism dispenses with all the subtheories
mentioned above, therefore the behaviour of causative/pencetrbs should be accounted
for through the selection of different complements (and different mechanisms that apply to
the derivations), rather than to recur to mere stipulations about how the grammar treats these

configurations.

4.3. Incorporation

Baker's (1988) solution to (at least a part of) the problems mentioned so far is the
incorporation approach, developed in principal for morphological causatives in languages
suchas ChicheD &KDPRUUR DQG O0DOD\DODP +H QRWé&RHV WKDW 5]
a manner similar to morphological causatives with eespp Casenarking and passivagion
phenomena.

The example in (96) is a case of morphological causatives. The subject of the
embedded verb surfaces as a direct object, triggers (optional) @lgjestment and can
become the subject when theerbal complex is passiéd (96b). With transitive
complements, the subject of the embedded verb surfaces as an oblique, in a prepositional
phrase, while the embedded object acts as the object of the causativon the surface. It

can also trigger agreement and become thgstiof the passivesd verb (96d).

(96) a. Buluzi ana(wa-)seketsa ana
lizard SRPAST-(OP-)laugh CAUS-ASP children
‘The lizard made the children lang
b. Ana anaseketsedwa (ndi buluzi)
childrensSPPAST-laughCAUS-PASSASP by lizard
‘The children were made to laugh by the lizard.’

C. Anyani ana(wa)menyetsa ana kwa buluzi
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baboonssRPAST-(OP-)hit-CAUSASP children to lizard
‘The banoons made the lizard hit the children.’
d. Ana anamenyetsedwa kwa buluzi (ndi anyani).
childrenSPPAST-hit-CAUS-PASSASPto  lizard by baboms
‘The children were made to be hit by the lizard (by the baboons).’
[adapted from Baker 1988: 163hicheO D

In Baker's (1988) approach to Romance, the causative verb always takes a CP
complementBaker claims that the embedded verb cannot incorporate directly, so it has to
first move inside that clause before it can be incorporated. This can beedbitatiough Wo-

C movement (in the case of embedded intransitives (97)) @éo\#pec,CP movement (in the

transitive cases (98)), a way make Case marking of the embedded subject possible.

(97) Embedded intransitives

IP
3
NP |
3
| VP
3
V CP
3 !
Vcause \% C
3
C IP
tv 3
NP
3
| VP
tv 3
tv NP

[adapted fronBaker 1988: 169]

The verb passes first through the embedded I, then reaches the C position from where
it is directly incorporable. These movements are therefore -teeidad instances. Head
ORYHPHQW +0 ZDV XQGHUVWRRG DW WKDW WLPH DV D FDVH R
HM was subject to standard wétirmedness conditions that applied to any movement
operationslin (96), the verb passes through the | position, avoiding minimality barriers and

obeying the Head Movement Constraint (the locality condition, cf. Travis 1984, Baker 1988,
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Rizzi 1990), and then passes through C, obeying also the Empty Category P(ECiB)e
governing all the way up its traces. The embedded verb has to find a position governed by the
matrix verb from which it can incorporate, since CP would always act as a barrier. The first
option has been just depicted, i.e. passing through C. Thademne is reaching the Spec,

CP position. However, given the structure preservation condition, this time the whole VP has
to move to Spec, CP, and from there the embedded V incorporates into the matrix V (obeying
the ECP), as in (98):

(98) Embedded transves

P
3
NP I
3
I VP
wp
\Y CP
3 wp
Vcause \Y VP c
2 3
ty NP C IP
3
NP I

I P
[adapted from Baker 1988: 170]

Raising VP to Spec, CP makes it possible for the causative verb to govern and,
therefore, Casenark the object of the transitive verb and the subject of taansitive verb
after the embedded verb gets incorporated (in @&Bse assignment occurs under
Government; see Chomsky 1981; 198Bjus, these DPs may clitiei®nto the matrix verb
and may become the sebt if the main verb is passied.

Baker’s anajsis is complex but not devoid of technical problems. Li (1990: 400), for
instance, observehkdt Baker’'s theory overgenerasbecause not every verb that can take a
clausal complement is capable of triggering verb incorporation (VI). VI triggers seben to
either causatives or modigte verbs that tend to behave as bounded/affixal morphemes. He
argues against a CP analysis for the complement, highlighting also the lack of arguments for
an embedded TP. LI (1990) opts for a bare VP (like in the case addlsnand motion verbs)

whose head would directly adjoin to the-iiggering matrix verb. Another problematic issue
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of Baker’s analysis is the movement of V into C or the movement of the VP into Spec, CP
given the A’¢bar) nature of Spec, CP.

In Baker’s vew, incorporation can take place in Romance, but there is an obvious
aspect that needs to be accounted for, which is the morphology of the two verbs. They are
two separate words, inflected for Tense and Agreement in the caséeofmake’ and
marked wih an infinitival ending in the case of the embedded verb. Moreover, the adjacency
between the two verbs can be broken (some adverbs can intervene between the two, as well
as object clitics). Following R&V (1980), Baker claims that the two verbs become
“reanalyzed” as one verb, as one complex predicate that has a certain semantic load. The
outcome of this reanalysis is the-icalexation of the two verbs. Baker argues this strategy is
not too different from his mechanism of verb incorporation, thereforevibecbuld be
overlapped: reanalysis is abstract incorporation. Romance incorporation is a case of
“incorporation without incorporation’cf. Baker 1988: 203), because the two verbs do not
fuse morphologically into one. The embedded verb enters into aysanalation with the
matrix verb by incorporating into it at Logical Form (LF).

In conclusion, in Baker (1988), incorporation takes place at LF and no actual syntactic
incorporation occurs. Guasti (1991, 1993 and subsequent work) argues against this
hypothesis and tries to demonstrate that causatives in Italian (and more generally Romance)
are formed at S(urfacesfructure (SS), and not at LF, where Baker claimed VI applied. Baker
himself questions in a footnote (p. 462, n.37) the place where abstagbdmtion takes
place: being an instance of HM at LF it was not clear how it could have implications for the
assignment of Case in syntax.

Guasti (1993, 19964, b, 2007) claims that incorporation (i.e. -toelaglad movement)
takes place in syntax, arhother mechanism, excorporation, is the one responsible for the
fact that the causative and the embedded verb are morphologically two different words (and
for the possible occurrence of different lexical material between tHeAgsuming that
subjects argenerated VRnternally (cf. Zagona 1982, Kitagawa 1986, Fukui & Speas 1986,
Koopman & Sportiche 1991, among others), and floating quantifiers mark the positions
through which the subject has moved. Sportiche 1988)Guasti (1991: 214) claims that
(99) is a clear example that the infinitive moves from the complement to the matrix domain,

and this is to be related to the fact that incorporation of the infinitive previously takes place at

7 A process of excorporation, although differently defined, is also invok&efinDikken (1990) and Roberts
(1991).
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SS. The infinitive forms a complex head with the causative vedyntax. Following Li

(1990) and Manzini (1983), Guasti (1991, 1993) also claims that the causative verb takes a
VP (small clause) as its complement (see also Villalba 1992, for Catalan). In a later work,
Guasti (2007: 160, 163) updates her analysis andopes that the complement is a bare
lexical structure that projects up tovR®® Guasti (1993; 1996b; 2007) also assumes that
specifiers of VR/P occur to the right in Italian (cf. Bonet 1990, Giorgi & Longobardi 1991,
Folli & Harley 2007), so the dativeibject linearly follows the embedded verb.

(99) a. | professosifacevano commentare tyitilibro a Ugo.
‘All the teachers made Ugo comment on the book.’
b. [i» | professosi[facevano commentate [ve tutti; tk [ve ti quel libro a Ugo]]]]
[Guasti 2007: 163talian]

However, as we have seen, this complex verb is made up of two predicates that are, at
least superficially, two separateords. Therefore, in order to account for this, Guasti (1993
and subsequent work) proposes that the causative morpheme must excorporate to combine
with the inflectional morphemes, as shown in (1@Xcorporation is another instance of
headmovement (GuasR007: 163164), so “there is no special rule of causative formation:

causative sentences are derived by a primitive process operating in various constructions”.

(100) a. Facevo riparare la macchina a Gianni.

‘I made Gianni repair the car.’

b. I
3
I VP
facevg !
V'l
!
\Y
wo
\Y Vit
3 3
\% \% V Spec
{; riparare 2 a Gianni
\Y DP

t la macchina
[adapted from Guasti 1997: 138lian]

® Following Larson (1988), Hale & Keyser (1992)d Chomsky (2000), Guasti (2007: 160) atkfends that
the thematic information linked to a verb is conveyed ty.a
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C. [ve fare riparare[ve [v [v ti] [ve [v ti] [op l& macchinal]] a Gianni]]
[Guasti 2007: 163]

Regarding the workings of Case theory, Gua$89@: 98)claims that syntactic
incorporation in causative constructions gives rise to a rearrangement of thm&&sg
relationships: “incorporation of the governed verb by the causative verb destroys the normal
Case relationships’Guasti (1993: 53, 85, 1997: 1290(7: 164) argues that the causative
verb and the infinitive become a single complex verb that inherits arguments and properties
from its members and governs thehhe verbal complex also inherits the Case features from
its components, becoming the new Cassigner, a result that is considered a side effect of
incorporation both by Baker and by GuaStne arguments of the infinitive are subject to a
process of grammatical function change (as defined in Baker 19B8)infinitival subject
becomes the diréor indirect object of the verbal complex, depending on the transitivity of
the embedded verb, and the direct object of the infinitive also becomes the direct object of the
complex verb®

| should point out that Guasti (1993, 2007) does not explaintlgxaow Case
operates in the causative constructions and where she draws the line between the processes
decided at the level of argument structure and the ones that take place in syntax. Under her
assumptionsfare ‘make’ is able to assign accusative Casehe object of the (intransitive)
LQILQLWLYH EXW LWraRRwhizh @ Bupplied\by the @fihitWe [Buasti 1993:

98). Yet the causative verb has an optional property of assigning an extra (dative) Case to the
infinitival subject, togdter with a thematic role, but only when the embedded verb is a
transitive. Guasti (1993: 95) claims that in this scenario the causative verb expresses a three
place relation holding among the causer (or the agent), the caused event and the person
towards vhich the causation is directed, that is the dative oblechis case, the embedded
VXEMHFEFW JHWM dbly@RrXrSitdvél infinitives: one from the infinitive and another

one fromfare ‘make’ (which is a benefactive, malefactive or an affectee role).

Several theoretical aspects need further clatifioa First, Guasti's (1993: 98)
proposal is compatible with a version of the theta criterion according to which a single NP is
allowed to receive more than one thaetée, as long as they are assigned to the same position
(cf. Chomsky 1986)Even assuminguasti's theoretical system, QFUHDVLQJ W-KH QXPEHU

% In a similar vein, Villalba (1992) also proposesimeorporation approach for Catalan causative constructions
and argues that the embedded infinitival subjeceives accusative or dative Case from the complex verb
formed through this process.
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roles in the causative construction seems to complicate the theory unnecés$aslyssue
of a double thetaole assignment that functions only with arguments of the transitive verbs
but never with intransitives is questionablFor example, the subject of an embedded
unergative can be an agent, but once it becomes an argument of the whole complex predicate
can be interpreted as a theme or a patient. So it would receive a seaodadsuasti avoids
this matter. Second, Guaéti993: 97) claims that the affected argument is associated with an
inherent dative Case. | do not see how the extra dative Case can be inherent, since it is
supposed to be assigned pstorporation or, at least, to be a reflex of the incorporation
process’ A last observation is related to the fact tiaiGuasti’s theory, this option of taking
an affectee object thdare ‘make’ has is activated only when it embeds a transitive
complement The affectee role is optional and dependent on the presernbe esfructural
accusative object. Consequently, through this odd mechanisnaffectednessffect is
obtained, which is not present in the constructions based on intransitive complements (see
also Alsina 1992). Given Guasti's considerations on the isimmet of arguments after the
formation of the complex predicate in causative constructions, and the assumption that the
causee is is a shared argument of both the infinitive and the causative verb (cf. Guasti 1993:
98), | fail to understand why the affectex$s effect cannot operate in the case of intransitive
complements.

Apart from the behaviour of Italian causatives, Guasti is also concerned with French
and Spanish facts. In Guasti (1993, 1996t@nEh causative verbs are arsaly as being able
to entertwo different configurations. Guasti (1993, 1996) argues that the difference between
Italian and French is structural. Italian causatives select only VP complements, whereas
French, apart from the VP complement, can take a structure that includes sotiomdiinc
projections (Mood Phrase (MP) in the case of causatives, or AgrP as in the case of perception
verbs), at least under certain circumstances. These certain circumstances make reference
especially to the occurrence of anaphoric reflexive clitics ($#si), negation, and some
object clitics, that can appear in complements of French causatives but not in Italian ones,

which could suggest a larger structure. The presense iof the French example (101) is

" Of coursethe Minimalist Program does not consider thematies to be semantic primitives, and totally
dispenses with the notl@ R troje assignment’, bult try to understand Guasti’'s reasoning when postulating
different thetaroles for the same argument.

" For Villalba (1992:370, 377),for examplethe dative case of the embedded subject is not an inherent case
and it is not linked to a thetale or to a dedicated semantic interpretation, as in Guasti (1993). The embedded
object receives accusative Case under adjacency from the complex véhe aadive one by means of a last
resort rule.
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claimed to block incorporation and signal a® Mtructure (headed by a null modal particle

(M)).

(101) a. Il afait se réveiller la fille
he makePAST-3.5G REFLwake UpINF the girl
‘He made the girl wake herself up.’
b. Il a fait [up M° [ip pro se réveiller la fillg]]
[Guasti 1993: 78French
Guasti (1993) extends the analysis to Spar@ghilarly to French, Spanish can select
a larger complement (an MP in Guasti’'s view), asdis&ribution of the reflexivese (102a),

the embedded object clitia and negation (102b) seem to suggest.

(102) a. Juan hizo lavse las manos a Maria.
John makeAST washINF-REFL the handsDOM Mary
‘Juan made Mary wash her hands.’
b. Nos hicieron no divulgara.
CL-1.PL-usmakePASTnot revealNF-CL-F-3.SGACC-it
‘They made us not reveal it.’
[Guasti 1993: 86Spanish
Regarding the infinitival complementation of perception verbs, Guasti (1993) cites
evidence from adverb placement, negation, and floating djeesit and concludes that
Romance perception verbs take an AgrSP complement (that also containgiriteorP

layer), rather than a bare VP, as in the case of causAtives.

(103) Ho visto [agrsp Paolo rubarg e ti’ [ve ti una macchina]]]
‘| have ®en Paolo steal a car.’
[Guasti 1993: 120italian]
It is not clear why she chooses different complements (MPs for causatives in French
and Spanish, and AgrSPs for perception verbs in French, Spanish and lItalian) since her
analysis is basednocomplements that accommodate the same linguistic facts. | think that

Guasti needs this theoretical artifice to maintain the incorporation approach for those verbs

2 Belletti (1990) also claims that the infinitive construction selected by perception verbs inikadiarAgrP
without a TP.See alsdvensching (2000) who proposes that Frenain ‘see’ andaisser‘let’ subcategorize for
an AgrP complement in an ECM configuration based on a-Bfilihypothesis (cf. Pollock 1989). An AgrP
analysis was also proposed by Watanabe (1993) for Italian causétev@ssumes that reduced causatives ¢
select AgrOPs as their cpfements.
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(causatives in French and Spanish) that can take also larger complements, and alép to justi
the word order in perception verb cases (i.e., complements with preverbal suBjectse

case of perception verbs, Guasti investigates only complements witfifipiteval subjects,

on the assumption that perception verbs do not restructureevée¢his stipulation is at the

core of differentiating the two complements, although they accommodate the same
phenomena (clitics, negation, etcGuasti claims that verbs of perception can never be
incorporation triggers, as opposedfape-causatives wich are morphologically poorer. She

also excludes the anaphoric nature of Tense in perception verb constructions (i.e., the Tense
of the matrix verb and the one of the embedded verb must match) as a possible cause of
incorporation, because incorporatioress to be impossible with perception verbs (Guasti
(1993: 90). Contrary to Guasti's claims, | want to point out the fact that Italian can build
verbal complexes with perception verbs as well éime cliticistion facts in (104) show

precisely this scenarid

(104) Italian

a. Maria ha visto Paolo riparare  lamacchina.
Mary seePRES.PERRB.SG  Paul repa#iNF the car
‘Maria has seen Paolo repair the car.’

b. Marial’ ha visto riparata.

Mary CL-M-3.SGACC SeePRES.PERRB.SG  repairINF-CL-F-3.SGACC
‘Mary has seen him repair it.’

C. Maria ha visto riparare la macchinaa Paolo.
Mary seePRES.PERR.SG  repairINF the car to Paul
‘Maria has seen Paolo rayp the car.’

d. Mariagliel ha vista riparare.
Mary CL-M-3.SGDAT=CL-F-3.SGACC SEePRES.PERRB.SG repairiNF.

‘Mary has seen him repair it.’

8 Guasti places the pigfinitival subject in AgrS, the canonical position in which subjects lend according to
the analysis she adopts, the Siiithypothesis (see Pollock 1989, Belletti 1990).

" The data was consulted with Italian nativeaes, Andrea Bellavia, Jan Casalicchio and Federico Silvagni
(p.c). Burzio (1986) also gives the example (i) without further insisting on the issue of conguleai@s with
perception verbs.

0] Gliel’ ho visto prendere
CL-M-3.SGDAT CL-F-3.SGACC SEEePRES.PERR.SG takeINF
‘I have seen him take it.’
[Burzio 1986: 221]talian]
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These structures with pesffinitival subjects embedstl under perception verbs seem
to weaken Guasti's proposal that differentiates between similar complement depending on the
properties of the main verbBi Tullio (1998: 217218) also considers that Guasti’s approach
is inadequate at least for Spanishyiew of the fact that this language makes extensive use
of the two configurations, both with perception verbd with causatives. Thereforéelieve
that the asymmetry between the two classes of verbs in terms of the complement is not
founded.

Before oncluding this subsection, | want to say a few words about the mechanism of
incorporation which seems to be theoretically quite problematic from the point of view of the
current minimalist theory. From the beginning, the proposal of-wedrporation was
empirically inadequate for the Romance causative constructions. As we have seen, there is no
true incorporation process in these cases, since the matrix verb and the embedded one always
keep intact their autonomy as independent morphological word. Thellexaterial that
intervenes between the two verbs argues againstoaWincorporation analysis (see Kayne
1975, Roberts 1997, Ippolito 2000). Recall that the main arguments come from clitic
placement, negation elements, verbal ellipsis, coordinate@lvebases, and adverbials. To
all this, | would add the occurrence of a preinfinitival DP subject, as in Spanish, that also
breaks the adjacency between the two verbs. Moreover, this discontinuity should be
accounted for and authors had to propose a segwthanism that would justify the linear
word order (such as excorporation, see (94) above), a fact that would complicate the theory
even more. In conclusion, | believe that incorporation (a la Baker 1988 and Guasti 1993) is
difficult to maintain.

Apart from these observations, | consider that an incorporation approach also faces
some serious conceptual problems. Several linguists who work on (classical) restructuring
verbs (Roberts 1997, Wurmbrand 2006; 2015) point out that the analysis through which
infinitive incorporates within the matrix predicate presupposes bringing the two words under
the same single % but the result is a complex predicate that cannot be spelled out as such
(i.e., as a head), thus violating the structure preservation constcirErGonds 1970,
Chomsky 19867 | believe that this theoretic aspect is also important for those proposals that

treat causative and perception verb construction as complex predicates. The same question

S More recently, Wurmbrand (2015) revives the incorporation approach in the context of classiceturésgr

verbs such asy, and proposes that restructuring complements invol@e@e head (but no embedded subject),

and this thesoicehead is, in fact, the one that undergoes incorporation. We cannot extend her approach to our
cases, because our infinitival complements hambeglded subjects and we cannot see how incorporation can
apply when the subject position is filled with lexical material.
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arises in these cases: how these complex VPs atefriomil the incorporation and then the
excorporation of bare V heads. The syntactic mechanism of incorporation had the role of
explaining the adjacency of the two verbs. However, the complex predicate effect can be
attained derivationally, through Wiovement (as in Burzio 1986) with no reason to recur to
headincorporation.

More generally, these considerations open the debate onnfmaament and the
atomicity of (complex) heads (cf. Vicente 2007). Since Postal's (1969) Lexical Integrity
Hypothesis, it hetbeen assumed that it is impossible to extract a constituent out of a complex
head. As Vicente (2007: 16) points out, “complex heads are syntactically indivisible, i.e., one
may not target a proper subpart of a complex head and move it to the exclusiemest of
the head.” Therefore, no process of ‘excorporation’ or other similar mechanism should be
able to take place. | conclude that the problems raised byintpeementation of an
incorporation approach in a more recent minimadigte analysis of éedmovement are not

trivial.
4.4. Perception and causative predicates as ECM verbs

At first glance, Romance causative and perception verb constructions with preinfinitival
subjects seem to be another instance of ECM constructions similar to thosenf&nglish

with causative and perception verbs likake let, seeor hear (105ac), with causative verb
cause (105d) or with canonical ECM verbs of tHeelievetype (105ef® On standard
assumptions, the Case of the embedded subject is valued by thevefpmaeption/ECM
verb, althouk WK HP DW L Fiiakédl\ by Lt eimbledded predicate of the infinitival

clause. In these configurations, the subject of the infinitival complement appears in

accusative and the embedded direct complement of the infinitive has its Case licensed in the

subordinate domair’

® ECM is parametrically constraine@ECM believetype verbs in Western Romance do not take infinitival
complements, as first observatinong others, by Rouveret & Vergnaud (1980), Kayne (1981), Rizzi (1982),
Manzini (1983), and Burzio (1986).As opposed to Western Romance languages, Romanian can také infinit
complements in ECM constructions. More recent approaches to ECM in Spawisterirenvironments than
those dealt with in this thesis can be found in Ormazabal (1995), Martin (1996), Torrego (199§3k Roo
(2000), Zagona (2000), Castillo (2001), San Martin (2004), and Gallego (FadOmore general theoretical
issues on ECM cotmmction, see Lasnik & Saito (1991Koizumi (1995), % RaANRYL U D E
Lasnik (1999, 2001, 2002).

" For studies on the syntax of infinitival complements of causative and perceptiorinv&nglish and other
Germanic languages see, amongerth Gee (1975, 1977Kirsner & Thompson (1976)Akmajian (1977),
Declerk (1982a)Barwise & Perry (1983), Higginbotham (1988)arantz (1984)Santorini & Heycock (1988),
Mittwoch (1990), Safir (1993)Ritter & Rosen (1993)Felser (1998, 1999 uddlesbne & Pullum (2002),
Cornilescu (2003)Jshihara (2009), Moulton (2009), Radford (2009), for English; Declerk (1982b), Wilder
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(105) English

a. | made/let them buy a new car.
b | saw him drive a Maserati.

c | heard her sing the famous aria.
d. Mary caused John to leave.

e | believe him to be intelligent.

Due to the IC pattern in which they appgaerception verbs easily fit in the category
of ECM predicate. Among the authors who propose an ECM configuration for these verbs we
find Manzini (1983), Rosen (1992), Borgonovo (1994), Moore (1996), in the classical
literature on perception verbs, amupre recently, Felser (1999), Castillo (2001), Lépez
(2001), Rowlett (2007), Ciutescu (2013a), and Saab (2014), among others. There are several
works that put forth an ECM analysis also for the permissive le¢dnd | want to mention
Manzini (1983), Rose (1992), Maier (1994), or Den Dikken & Longenecker (2004).
Causative verbs, mainly because of the lack of the IC pattern in the majority of Western
Romance languages, have not been catalogued as ECM predicates. Nevertheless, linguists
working on Spanistsuch as Treviiio (1994), Franco & Landa (1995), Torrego (1998, 2010),
or Ciutescu (2015), relate the syntax of these verbs to that of ECM constructions.
Furthermore, it has been said that the differences existing between these classes of predicates
are refected in the complement they take. | introduce the most relevant analyses.

Before Rosen (1989), Strozer (1976), Li (1990), Guasti (1993) and Manzini (1983)
had already claimed that causative and perception verbs select, in fact, VP small clause
complemets. Rosen (1989) discusses both causatives and perception verbs that
subcategorize for infinitival complements and assumes that, in the reduced constructions, the
French causative or the causatide verb (i.e.,voir ‘see’, laisser‘let’) is a reanalger that
cannot value the Case of the embedded subject and therefore must enter a process of
reanalysiswith the embedded verb (as previously discussed in R&V 1980), which is, in her
theory, the one that actually assigns Case to the embedded object/swdjseptiénvoir
‘see’ and permissivéaisser‘let’ can appear in a second (ECM) configuration in which they
are able to assign Case to the preinfinitival embedded subject. In sionclthey are

optional reanalsers (they are at the same time Case assgmad reanalers), whilefaire

(1988), Bennis & Hoekstra (1989), Felser (2000), for Dutch and German; Rawoens (2011), Rawoens & Ega
(2013), for Swedish.
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‘make’ is a reanaker obligatorily, prohibiting a configuration with preinfinitival lexical
subjects. The superficial word order is, in Manzini’s opinion, a matter of where the subject is
generated: to the left as in the BConfiguration (106a), or to the right as in the reduced
variant (106b).

(106) a. J'ai laissé/vu \[p Marie [yp rire]].
‘| let/seen Marie laugh.’
[adapted from Manzini 1983: 17Brench
b. Jai fait/laissé \p [ve rire] Marie].
‘I made/let Marie laugh.’

[adapted from Manzini 1983: 19Brench

In a similar vein, Trevifio (1994), working in the realm of Spanish causative
constructionssuggests that the compleménatcer ‘make’ is an instance of ECMsheputs
forward a bare VRomplementation analysis and argues against the building of verbal
complexes through the strategy of verb movement. For Trevifio (1994), the complement of
hacercausatives is totally devoid of any functional projections and gegpthe structures in
(107-108) for IC and RIC contexts.

(107) Spanish
a. Juan hizo al cura aceptar la limosna.
John makePAST-3.SG DOMthe priest acceptNF  the  alms

‘Juan made the priest accept the tlar

b.
3
Vv VP
! 3
hizo NP \A
! 2
alcura V NP
[adapted from Treviiio 1994: 91]
(108) a. Juan hizo aceptar la limosna al cura.
John makePAST-3.SGacceptiNF  the  alms to-the priest

‘Juan made the priest accept diarity.’
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hizo Vv PP

\Y, NP  alcura
[adapted from Treviiio 1994: 91]

In Treviiio’s (1994) analysis, the infinitival subject occupies the preverbal canonical
position(Spec, VP). Case is structural, assigned under government to the sulgiggtso
the embedded subject has no need to raise to the matrix clause. On the other hand, the post
infinitival position is a prepositional phrase (PEase is assigned to the embedded subject
by the dative prepositios, which is semantically empty drwhose only function is to assign
Case to the argument, and to the embedded object by the embedded transitive predicate,
which does not lose its capacity for assigning Case. Trevifio (19988)6haintains that,
when there is no complex predicate formatiboth the matrix verb and the infinitive retain
their properties of assigning Case to their arguments. Trevifio also claims that the specific
Casemarkings of the embedded subject correlate with particular structural positions and each
position conveys alistinct semantic interpretatioA preinfinitival subject egresses direct
causation andliticises as an accusative clitic (109b). A pwmdinitival subject renders an
indirect causation meaning. The embedded subject alwaysseltias a dative tic, or can
be doubled by a dative clitic (1098).

(109) a. Hizo a su hermanwender la casa.

makePAST-3.SG DOMhis brother  seliNF the house
‘He made his brother sell the house.’

b. Lo hizo vender la casa.
CL-M-3.PL-ACC makePAST-3.SG selkINF the house
‘He made him sell the house’

C. Hizo vender la casa su hermano
makePAST-3.SG sellINF the house to his brah
‘He made his brother sell the house.’

d. Le hizo vender la casa du hermano
CL-M-3.SGDAT makePAST-3.SGselkINF the house (to his brother)

8 The transitivity of the complement plays no role. The two configurations occur with both transitive and
intransitive verbs.
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‘Juan made Peter publish that.’
[adapted fronTrevifio 1994: 113Spanish

Interestingly, Treviilo admits that the positioning of a p@sbal subject does not
always entail an indirect causation interpretation, but it can have an ambiguous direct/indirect
meaning. Hence, (109d) could render bothiraatl and an indirect interpretation. For the
moment, | retain from Trevifio’s argumentation the fact that the two subject positions can
have implications for the semantics of the construction.

Putting aside for now the question of the semantic distinati¢h09), | would like to
address some potential problems for Trevifio’s analysis. First, it is not clear the status of the
postinfinitival DP subject. Trevifio claims it is a PP, a kind of adjunct phrase. However, it
has been claimed, on several occasitmat this DP must be an argument (cf. Kayne 1975;
Burzio 1986; Villalba 1992; Orddfiez 2008). Second, there are reasons to believe that the
positioning of the subject is not strictly correlated with a certain type of clitic. Trevifio
personally gives theoflowing examples in which the infinitival subject can be expressed

through an accusative or a dative clitic, irrespective of the transitivity of the complement.

(110) Embedded transitive

a. El gitanolo lle hizo comprar
the gipsSyCL-M-3.SGACC/CL-M-3.SGDAT makePAST-3.SGbuyINF
sus inventos.
his inventions
‘The gipsy made him buy his inventions.’

Embedded unergative

b. Anastasido lle hacia trabajar
AnastasiaCL-M-3.SGACC/CL-M-3.SGDAT makePAST-3.SGWOrk-INF
duramente.
hard
‘Anastasia made him work hard.’

Embedded unaccusative

C. Fue eso loque lo lle hizo
be-PAST-3.SGthat what CL-M-3.SGACC/CL-M-3.SGDAT makePAST-3.SG
caer.

fall-INF
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‘That was what caused him fall.’
[Trevifio 1994: 53Spanish

The same variation is also found with perception verbs (cTTulio 1996; Roegiest
2003; NGRLE 2009) with transitive/intransitive complements (111), and this distinction does
not necessarily have implications for the direct/indirect perception of the events, but rather
for the degree of autonomy the infinitival $edt has in the caused/perceived event (see
chapter 3, 84.2. for a detailed discussion on this microparametric variation in Spanish). The
infinitive in perception verb complements induces a direct-gpmistemic) perception reading

(see also Borgonovo 199lernanz 1999; Rizzi 2000; Rodriguez Espifieira 2000).

(111) Spanish
a. Lo lle vio beber whisky.
CL-M-3.SGACC/CL-M-3.SGDAT SeePAST-3.SGdrink-INF whisky
‘(S)He saw him drink whisky.’

b. Lo lle Vi correr.
CL-M-3.SGACC/CL-M-3.SGDAT SEePAST-1.SG run-NF
‘I saw him run.’

C. Lo lle Vi llegar.
CL-M-3.SGACC/CL-M-3.SGDAT SEePAST-1.SG arriveINF

‘| saw him arrive.’

As we have seen, Trevifio links the presence of aipfsitival subject to the dative
clitic. She claims that only in these cases the subject can be doubled by the clitic. | believe
this affirmation is fundamentally wrong sinceetlprenfinitival embedded subject can be

doubled by a dative clitic in (almost) all Spanish dialects, as observed by Ord6fiez (2008: 4).

(112) Peninsular Spanish
Juan le hizo a Maria comprarlo.
JohnCL-M-3.SGDAT make-PAST DOM Mary buyINF-CL-M-3.SGACC

‘Juan made Mary buy it.’

Myriam Cantu (p.c.) confirms that the doubling <(dative) clpie-infinitival

subject> pattern is also possible in Mexican Spanish.
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(113) Mexican Spanish
Le hice a Juan firmar el contrato.
CL-M-3.SGDAT makePAST DOM John signINF the contract

‘I made Juan sign the contract.’

Moreover, | found the examples (114) on Mexican Spanish, drawn from the CREA
corpus. (114b) shows anstance of accusative clitic doubling. Similar configurations obtain
in Rioplatense Spanish (114c).

(114) Mexican Spanish
a. Luego le hizo a su mujer masticarlo [...]
then CL-F-3.SGDAT makePASTDOM his wife chewINF-CL-M-3.SGACC
‘Then he made his wife chew’it
[CREA: Rubin, R., 1991, Mexido

b. La extrafa fuerza que los hacia a ellos dos
the strange force that-mM-3.PL-ACC makePAST DOM they two
digerir los  dolores

digestINF the  pains
‘The strange force that made them both bear the .pains
[CREA: Elizondo Elizondo, R., 1987, Mexico]
Rioplatense Spanish
C. Yo la hice a Maria trabajar.
|  CL-M-3.SGACC makePAST DOM Mary workINF
‘I made Mary work.’
[Ordoinez & Saab 2016: 4]

Trevifio (1994) discards a CP/TP analysis for the infinitival clause in causative
constructions, either because of the lack of syntactic phenomena associatetiewi
domains (the presence wfh-phrases or topic positions, usually accommodated by a CP
layer), or because of the lack of Tense, Aspect or Modal operators, present in TP
complements. She also excludes the presence of-&initenTense in the complemg for
economy reasons.

There are other authors who argue against a TP analysis for causative and perception

verbs, but who also oppose a simple VP analysis. Castillo (2001), for exaefdeds an
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Asp(ect)P complement for perception verbs in Spam&ieording to Castillo (2001: 133)
Aspect (contrary to Tense) can function simply as a predicate operator. The difference is
grounded on the selectional properties of the perception verb. These verbs are endowed with
a bundle of features, all of them reldten one way or another, to the Aspect layer. For
instancethe embedded complements of perception verbs refer to actions and events, which
are [+perfective]. The [+perfective] feature is located in the Aspect head. This feature can
further divide, if we take into account the distinction between (bare) infinitives and gerund (
ing) forms. The feature [+perfective], can be marked a$ progressiveln addition, verbal
predicates are distinguished from neerbal ones with the help of a last parameteF |
eventive], also located on the Asp head. Castillo (2001) proposes for IC a structure that looks
like (115):

(115) a. Vi a Maria bailar.

‘| saw Maria dance.’

b. Aspk,
3
Asp’
Aspy Asph
[+perfective] 3
Asp,’
3
Asp, VP
[+eventive] 3
V'l
g
Vv
[+perfective]

[-progressive]
[adapted from Castillo 2001: 13Spanish
An AspP analysis for the infinitival complements is also proposed for causative verbs
by Vivanco (2015). She argues thhe infinitive can have aspectual information different

from the matrix verb, although tHimal interpretation is given by the AspP that dominates the

causative verb, which has aspectual consequences for the entire structure.
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(116) En diez minutos, Patri hizo a Ruth estar tocando el piano
in ten minutesPaty makePAST DOM Ruth beNF playing the piano
(todala tarde/ *ahora).
all  the afternoon/ now
‘In ten minutes, Patri made Ruth play the piano (all the afternoon, *now).’
[Vivanco 2015: 366Spanish

In (116), the embed! event is imperfective, while the matrix event is perfective.
The infinitive can also accommodate temporal modifiers, but these have to be compatible
with the ultimate aspectual meaning given by the matrix verb. That is why an adverb like
ahora‘now’ is not consistent with a past (perfective) interpretation of the wader‘make’.
Vivanco concludes that analytic causative constructions are monoclausal structures
dominated by a single (matrix) Tense layer but two AspPs since there are two VPs in the
structure.

Vivanco (2015) is also concerned with the issue of word order and assumes that a
strategy of predicate raising over the embedded subject could explain thefipdstal
subject position. The infinitive verb moves from its base position togmh&ad. This may
not be new (it was already proposed in the classical literature on the topic, beginning with
Kayne 1975 and Burzio 1986), but Vivanco states that her analysis differs from the
traditional predicate raising inasmuch as the infinitive doas move in order to trigger
restructuring. The movement is motivated by the necessity the infinitive verb has of
incorporating into the verbal ending morphente situated in the head of the AspPShe
follows Wurmbrand (2001) who defends that, if the ptement is smaller than a TP, no
extra operation (verb raising, restructuring ededetion) is really necessary to obtain the
monoclausal structure. According to Vivanco (2015) analytic causatives are from the very

beginning of the derivation a single sgatic domairt’

" Vivanco (2015: 358) assumes another functional projection in the complement of causative pr&lieates.

claims that a MoodP can albe inserted on top of the AspP.

8 vivanco's (2015: 38891) final structure contains, in fact, woQRGHYV 7KH VHFRQG .3 LV VLWXDWH(
93 7KH . KHDGV DUH LQ FKDUJH RI DVVLJQLQJ &DVH WR WKH HPEHGGH(
respectively.
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(117) VoiceP
3

DP 3
Voice vP
3
Vhacer .3
3
3
$VS3
3
Asp VoiceP
Vinfinitive + =T 3
DP 3
! Voice VP
' 2
' V
Z ------- m

[adapted from Vivanco 2015: 357]

Regarding (117) and the issue of word order in causative constructions, | want to
make a sole observation. Vivancosasies that, when the embedded subject is-post
infinitival, the whole VP (the verb and its direct object) moves to the Asp head. Of course, as
| already noticed above, incorporation of a phrase in a head is far from unproblematic. This is
a movement that,tdeast in the current theory, should be disallowed (cf. Wurmbrand 2006,
Vicente 2007).

Notwithstanding all these approaches, other considerations on causative and
perception predicates as ECM verbs converge in support of a TP complementation analysis.
Proponents of the ECM approaches associate the preverbal subject with a TP complement,
under the assumption that this subject moves higher in the structure (to a Spec, TP position or
even to a higher projection in the matrix clause), to get its Case vahmdng at perception
verbs andet-causatives from a paRomance perspective, | concluded they can always take
infinitival complements (IC) with preverbal subjects, as well as reduced infinitival

complements (RIC). This variation brought various auttmessume that each configuration
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connects to a different compleméhtPerception verbs and causative véebselect a TP
complement in IC configurations, and a VP complement in RIC contdpest from the
preinfinitival subject marked with accusative €asrguments brought in favour of a TP
complement came from the presence of clitics, negation, and, sometimes, temporal adverbial
modifiers in the embedded domain.

As | briefly mentioned above, an ECM analysis is also proposed by Moore (1996).
Moore (19%) claims that Spanish causative and perception verbs are clause union triggers
and can potentially be ECM verbs. Moore’s proposal is a little bit different from the ECM
analyses we have seen until now. In contrast with other authors (see above) wiaxdeaisoci
preinfinitival subject position to an ECM configuratidipore proposes an ECM pattern also
for the structures with postfinitival subject, like in the (118c) example. A (ré@inite) TP

analysis is assumed in both structures (118a, c). His sspiad®ns are given in (118b, d).

(118) a. Marta vio a Pedrocomer mollejas.
Marta SeePASTDOM Peter eaiNF gizzards

‘Marta saw Pedro eat gizzards.’

b. TP
3
NP T
Marta 3
T VP
3
\Y TP
vid 3
! NP T
! a Pedro 3
V4 m T VP
[Case] 5
comer mollejas
C. Marta vio comer mollejas a Pedro.

Marta seePASTeatINF gizzards to Peter

‘Marta saw Pedro eat gizzards.

8 This double complementation strategy is observed in Rosen (1992), Maier (1994), Labelle [ES96)
Dikken & Longenecker (2004), and Rowlett (2007), especially for French, and, by extension, festtiv
Romance languages.
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3
NP T
Marta 3
T VP
3
Voo TP - |
vio 3 (Casé¢
T NP
3 a Pedro
T VP
5

comer mollejas
[adapted from Moore 1996: 1181 9]

According to Moore (1996), (1£3d) is a nofreduced construction. In his analysis,
overt postinfinitival DP subject positions are not always mapped on to #uaed
structures, they can also appear in TP complements. Under the assump@pathsi does
not require strict adjacency between a Case assigner and the Case assignee, as English ECM,
he argues that pestfinitival subjects can also occur in TP colements’? Notice that
Moore (1996) does not conceive of the ECM construction as other (atev#oned) works
on the topic. He supports his theory with data coming from embedded negation. He claims

that the presence of negation in (119b) is a sign of atifeture in the complement vér

see’.
(119) a. Vimos a Pedrao comer el potaje.
SEePASTDOM Peter not eatINF the thick soup
b. Vimos no comer el potage a Pedro.
SeePASTNot ed-INF the thicksoup to Peter

‘We saw Pedro not eat the soup.’
[Moore 1996: 118Spanish

Although a unifying approach to the analysis of the infinitival complement is more

than appealing, | should say that Moore's data are controversial. )(i49udged

8 English is claimed to be a language that needs strict adjacency to obtain grammaticality in B@Mticorss
(see Chomskg Lasnik 1977, Stowell 1981):

0] *| believe sincerely Mary to be intelligent.
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ungrammatical by all Spanish native speakers | consulted. If (119a) can be marginally
accepted, the (119b) example is ruled out. Therefore, the behaviour of negation is not a clear
sign of the presence of a TP complement in the reduced catfang. Moreover, under
standard minimalist assumptions, the embedded Spec, IP is a Caseless position, the
embedded subject is Caskecked after undergoing movement to a position in the matrix
clause (see Chomsky 1993; 1995, Chomsky & Lasnik 1993, Bogkovi

Moore’s analysis attempts to reconcile the monoclausal/biclausal behaviour of the
perception verb constructions. Therefore he proposes that his (118d) structure is, in fact,
ambiguousPerception verbs can also be ECM predicates in the redacieahty taking a VP
complement (120). In this construction, the subject is alwaysipfastival or expressed
through a (dative) clitic that climbs. In conclusion, clitic climbing is possible only out of this

VP-complement?

(120) VP
3
Vperception VP
3
\% NRub;

Vv N B
[adapted from Moore 1996: 141]

Moore’s analysis also deals with causative constructions. Followamgl 1980), he
argues that causative verbs (bd#jar ‘let’ and hacer‘make’) behave ambiguously as direct
object control verbs (when the infinitival subject, i.e., the causee, is preverbal; see also Moore
1997) and as ECM verbs (with the subject in atidfinitival position)3* As in the case of
perception verbs, Moore (1996) argues that causative verbs in their ECM configurations take
either TP (in the biclausal variant) or VP complements (in the monoclausal/reduced variant).
This affirmation should exdain the negation facts (121) found in the complement of

causative verbs, since sentential negation is incompatible with reduced constructions.

(121) a. Le hicieron a José no comerlas.

CL-M-3.SGDAT makePAST DOM John not eatINF-CL-F-3.PL-ACC

8 Moore (1996: 145) claims that Case alternations only occur in reduced constructions (dativetég tstr
avoid a situation of conflict between two accusative objecteérsame VP complement), and no alternations
take place in unreduced constructions, in which the ECM verb assigns structural accusative Gase to t
infinitival subject, while the embedded verb assigns accusative to the embedded object.

8 Other control angbes for causative constructions are provided in Bordelois (1974, 1988) and Strozer (1976).
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‘They made José not eat them.’
b. Le hicieron  no comerlas a José.
CL-M-3.SGDAT makePAST not  eatINF-CL-F-3.PL-ACC to John
‘They made José not eat them.’
[Moore 1996: 124Spanish

If I understand him correctly, Moore suggests that (121b) is an ECM structure in
which the causative verb takes a TP complement that accommodates negation, and therefore
it must be a sample of unreduced configuration. Again, Heioases (119) above, our native
speakers marginally accept (121a) and totally reject (121b). The presence of a negation
phrase in (121) is, therefore, controversial.

In addition, Moore (1996) considers that the TP vs. VP difference in complementation
has consequences for the interpretation of the causative construCtiotie assumption that
biclausal and monoclausal causative constructions yield different interpretations of indefinite
causees (see Diesing’s 1991 Mapping Hypothesis), Moore claimpréiatinitival causees
(122a) have a generic reading, suggesting that they arextéfal (122b). On the other
hand, (122c) is supposed to yield an existential reading, with arfiogiival subject in a VP
complement (122d)Moore argues thathe aleged generic versus existential meaning of
(122a) as opposed to (122c) is due to the contrast produced by an indefinite preinfinitival
subject found in a TP complement, while a paofhitival one is related to a VP

complement.

(122) a. Pedro le hace a un gato cazar ratones.

Peter CL-M-3.SGDAT make3sG DOM a cat hurtINF mice

b. Pedro le hacerp a un gato\[p cazar ratones]]
‘Pedro makes a cat (generic) hunt mice.’

C. Pedro le hace cazar ratones a un gato.
Peter CL-M-3.SGDAT make3sG huntINF mice to a cat

d. Pedro le hace/p cazar ratones a un gato]
‘Pedro makes a cat (existential) hunt mice.’

[Moore 1996: 4 Spanish

| believe that the distinction Moorelraws is not that sharp, aims, in fact, little

empirical justification. First, (122a) is usually ruled out. It could marginally improve if the
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indefinite (animate, but not human) DP is replaced by a definite oneL@.da@ al gato

cazar ratonesHe makes the cat hunt mice’), but, again, this is an unnatural outcome.
Second, the (122c) construction can also be interpreted as generic. As Anna Gavarro (p.c.)
points out, the indefinite DP (123) found in a pwdinitival position can also be interpreted

as generic. Consequdn | believe Moore’s generabgion does not hold.

(123) Este vendedor le hace comprar un parasol a un esquimal.
this salesmarcL-M-3SGDAT makePRES3.SGbuy-INF a parasol tan Eskimo

‘This salesman makes an Eskimo buy a parasol.’

Moore complicates the patterns of subordination of causative verbs when he attributes
them three different complements. The (direct objeatjtrol analysis (124) igperhaps, the

most controversial.
(124) VP
9

V NR IP
hacer causee 2

dejar NP, \%
PRO 4
[adapted from Moore 1996: 125]

A (large) number of works have shown that a control analysis to causative and
perception verb constructions is inadeqfatdoore (1996) starts his argumentation from the
observation that causative verbs, as opposed to perception verbs, impose &klection
restrictions on the embedded subject when this one occupies the preinfinitival position
(Moore 1996: 125)If a verb imposes selectional restrictions on a syntactic position, then
there is evidence that the verb assignérale to that position. Thiassumption leads to the
conclusion that causative verf#snark a preinfinitival causee.” This affirmation is meant to

explain the contrast in (125):

% Many authors have successfully demonstrated thasative and perception verb constructions are no
instances of control. | refer to Hernanz (1982, 1999, 20D2yifio (1994), Franco & Landa (1995), Moore
(1997),Di Tullio (1998), Torrego (1998), Campos (199Bpez (2001), Kayne (2004) and Ordoiiez (2008).
side with these authors, but we do not intend to review all the analyses and present all themt @gytiments

in this study. See Hernanz (1982, 1999, 2002) who gives a good characterization of the beh&panrshf
causative verbsdgjar ‘let’ and hacer ‘make’) but also perception verbsef ‘see’, oir ‘hear’), that clearly
diverge from object contrgiredicates such asbligar ‘oblige’, forzar ‘force’ (direct object control verbs), or
permitir ‘allow’, prohibir ‘prohibit’, ordenar‘order’ (indirect object control verbs).
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(125) a. Hicieron a Marta trabajar.

makePAST-3.PL DOM Martha work-INF
b. Hicieron trabajar a Marta.
makePAST-3.PL work-INF DOM Martha

‘They made Marta work.’
C. *Hicieron la lavadora funcionar.
makePAST-3.PL the  washing machine  work-INF
d. Hicieron funcionar la lavadora.
makePAST-3.PL work-INF the  washing machine
‘They made the washing machine work.’
[adapted from Moore 1996: 128panish

An inanimate DP is banned from the preinfinitival position (125c), but not from a
postinfinitival one (125d). This animacy restrictidVioore places on the infinitival subject is
questioned by¥ranco & Landa (1995) who defend an ECM analysishéorer‘make’ from
an early minimalist point of view (Chomsky 1993, 1995). They claim thailittfermed
construction (125c) improves if the eeduled subject is immediately preceded by the particle
a, asin (126):

(126) a. ?Hicimos a la lavadora funcionar.
makePAST-3.PL DOM the washing machine work-INF
‘We made the washing machine run.’
b. El viento hizo a las nubes disiparse.
The wind makePAST-3.SG DOM the clouds disappeaiNF
‘The wind made the clouds disappear.’
[Franco & Landa 199204, Spanish

Ormazabal & Romero (2013a: 160) make the same point. The preinfiritvas
found in a DOM position and the list of objects that move to this position is quite large,
including animate and specific DO, pronouns and ECM subjects, both animate and inanimate,
as in (127§°

% This generalization is crucial for our analysis and | return to this issimajier 4 where | attempt to account
for the special status of this position in Spanish. For the time being, | just want to highlifhctttieat the
preinfinitival subject can also be an inanimate DP.
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(127) a. Hizo *(@) la lavadora funcionar.
makePAST-3.SG DOM the washing machine woilkiF
‘He made the washing machine work.’
b. Oyo *(a) la bicicleta estamparse contra el suelo.
hearPAST-3.SG DOM the bicycle smasiNF against theground.
‘He heard the bicycle smash against the ground.’
[Ormazabal & Romero 2013: 168panish

Moreover, the impossibility of causative verbs to select nominal complements in their
sense of persuasion or coercion (not creation) interpretation hadyalseen noticed in the
literature (cf. Hernanz 1982, 1999, Burzio 1986). The embedded subject is not thematically

related to the matrix verb hence the ungrammaticality of (128):

(128) *Hice / *Dejé a Marta
makePAST-1.SG/ let-PAST-1.SG DOM Martha

The same observation carries over to perception véuas vio a Marta trabajar
‘John saw Martha work’ does not imply that John only sees MaKa g*Marta ‘1 saw
Martha’), yet Johrdirectly and visually perceives the whodvent ‘Marta trabajar’ denoted
by the predicative complement. Events, like things, can be physically perceived (cf. Gisborne
2010). What the perception verb actually selects is the entire infinitival clause with the
subject included. As Di Tullio (199&nd Hernanz (1999) claim, there are reasons to consider
these contexts of perception verbs taking infinitival complements as belonging to the same
category of the causative verbs that do not semantically select their direct object. The
(derived) object ighe subject of the infinitive, and not directly thematically selected by the
verb of perceptionin conclusion, these verbs are tplace predicates, taking an external
argument and one internal argument, the infinitival clause.

Further confirmation of # view that the infinitival DP subjects are not arguments of
the causative verb comes from a classic test in the generative grammar literature took over by
Franco & Landa (1995) and propose for causative constructions: an expletive pronoun can
occur in thesubject position of the infinitive predicdte.This property brings Spanish

causative constructions closer to an ECM anaf{sis.

8 Expletives do not receive arole.
8 As a matter of fact, Franco & Landa’s (1995) refute several of Moore’s claims. Moore himself goés ba
his analysis in Moore (1997) where he comes to the conclusion that a control analysis forH&ceiitmake’
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(129) a. Han sacado un producto que hpee llover litros y litros de agua.
‘They have released a product that makesirit Irgers and liters of water.’
b. No dejanpro haber manifestaciones durante la Semana Grande.
‘They don't let there be demonstrations during Great Week.’
[Franco & Landa 199209, Spanish

Similarly, Hernanz 1999: 22422243 makes close remark®rf perception verbs
Generic (130a) or expletive (130b) subjects also occur in complements of perception verbs. If
the embedded subject were underlingly the object of these predicates (as in a control
configuration) the data in (130) would be unexpectedesier ‘see’ andoir ‘hear’ cannot
take implied objects (130c, d).

(130) Spanish
a. Todo el mundo ha oidaro cantar la Traviata.
‘Everybody has heard some person sing La Traviata.’
b. Estos nifios nunca han vigto nevar.

‘These children have neweeen it snow.’

C. *Todo el mundo hapido
all the world hearPRES.PERR.SG
d. *Estosniios nunca han visto

thesechildren never sePRES.PERR.PL

Given all these facts, | conclude there is no sound evidence to maamtaobject
control analysis for these structures, and an ECM approach could deal more straightforwardly

with the Spanish causative scenarios.
4.5. Towards a formal analysis A defective TP complement

Traditionally, ECM complement clauses are beliet@de TPs which lack the CP
layer found in complete (finite) clauses (cf. Chomsky 1988). This status is given by the
T(ense) in ECM/raising contexts which is ‘defective’ in the sense of not being able to assign
Case to its subjeéf. Therefore, the subjeehoves to the matrix clause for Case valuation

cannot hold as there are tomany discrepancies between the behaviour of this predicate and object control
verbs.
% Rochette (1988: 84) speaks ditegenerate” Infl(ection) that has neither Tense nor Agreement specifications.
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SXUSRVHV VHH /DVQLN 6DLWR &KRPVN\
1997; San Martin 2004).

More recently, a defective TP for the IC was proposed by Di Tullio (1998) and Felser
(1999) for pereption verbs andorrego (2010) for causative predicat®¥ In the context of
French causativekayne (2004), Roberts (201@nd more recently Rouveret (2016) have
assimilatedaire ‘make’ to ECM constructions, taking their complement to be a defethve
| follow Kayne (2004) and Sola (2002), who defendgg fiead in raising configurations. |
assume also assume that the complement of both causative and perception verbs contain a
Tget head in the complement that is not able to check Case featurew® (i€ eficiency in
phi-features).

Di Tullio (1998: 212) claims thatefectiveness is the failure to establish an
independent relation with the Tense in the matrix clad$e temporal meaning of the
embedded clause must be obligatorily simultaneotisatoof the matrix clause. T is defective
becauset does not have a complemeseti with a temporal operator, so it is forced to
establish an anaphoric relation with the Tensglénmatrix clause. The generali®nthat the
embedded event has to be ipteted as simultaneous with the time of the matrix egeas
back to Stowell (1982)Since Stowell, ECM complements are considered tenseless clauses

DV RSSRVHG WR FRQWURO FRPSOHPHQWY IRU LQVWDQFH
1996; 2001, SaMartin 2004), the temporal interpretation of ECM being entirely dependent
on the Tense of the matrix predicate. Stowell (1982) defends that infinitives, like tensed
clauses, have a clausal structure, although they lack the morphological feRast, [itdoes
not necessarily imply that they lack a Tense operator. In the case of ECM/raising predicates
the temporal interpretation of their complement is defined by the Tense of the matrix
predicate’

Infinitival complements of causative and perception veshare with these ECM
complements the expression of Tense. Thaseof the embedded clauses is anaphoric, i.e.
the events described by the matrix verbs and those by the complements are simultaneous so
the Tense of the complemanust coincide with the Teasf the matrix clausésee Guasti

1993, Labelle 1996, Felser 1999) line with all these authors, | also assume that relations of

% Other TP proposals for IC complements mentioned imfitet40 (Rosen 1992; Maier 1994; Labelle 1996;
Den Dikken & Longenecker 2004; Rowlett 20@0) not specify which the nature of the T head d&duce it is
nonfinite, therefore defective.

! Guéron & Hoekstra (1988) and Bennis & Hoekstra (1989) alscestifipt the embedded infinitive is Tense
deficient and therefore it moves to the matrix claudegetm a local relation with aehse head.

2 Other authors have taken a step further in claiming that every verb must be identified by tense (cf.
Higginbotham1985; Guéron and Hoekstra 1988, 1995; Zagona 1R881996.
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predication need a temporal interpretation artend this view to the Tense in the infinitival
complements of causativefgeption verb that are identified by the matrix Tense. The
infinitival clauses contain a Tense operator, which fixes the understood time frame of the
complement clause relative to the Tense of the matrix rendering a simultaneous
interpretation.

That the Tense in causative and perception verb constructions is defective is
confirmed by thempossibility of aspectual auxiliaries (131) adutinct temporal adverbs
(132) (see also Bordelois 1988, Hernanz 1999, Lépez 2001, Alsina 2002, NGLE 2009), as
well asthe absence of other inflectional elemeiitse time of the complement clause event is

fixed in relation to the time of the matrix clause event (cf. Stowell 1982, 1993).

(131) No aspectual auxiliaries
a. *El  rector va fer haver igiaat el curs abans d' ahir.
the rectormakePAST-1.SGhave imagined the class before of yesterday
[Alsina 2002: 243233, Catalan
b. *El lo hizo haber veito.
he him makePAST-1.SG have come
[Bordelois 1988: 60Spanish
C. *La vaig veure haver arribat.

her seePAST-1.SG have walked
(Catalan

d. *Las Vi haber caminado.
them seePAST-1.SGhave walked
[Hernanz 1999: 224 Kpanish

(132) No temporal adverbs
a. L' amo vafer (*avui) cuinar I’ anec (*dema) a la
the mastemrmakePAST-1.SG today cookINF the duck tomorrow to the
criada.
servant
‘The master made the servant today cook the duck tomorrow.’
(Catalan
b. El sargento hizo a los soldados limpiar elcampamento

the sergeantmakePAST-1.SGto the soldiers cleanF the camp
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(*mafiana).
tomorrow
‘The sergeant made the soldiers clean the camp (tomorrow).’
[Torrego 2010: 451Spanish

Negative operators are also disalemhvin the infinitival complement of causative and
perception verbs (cBordelois 1988 Guasti 1993Felser 1999Rodriguez Espifieira 2000,
Alsina 2002, Bastardas 2003, NGLE 2009):

(133) a. *Vaig fer no contestar la carta a Berta
makePAST-1.SG not answeiNF the letter to the Bertha
b. *L he deixat no sortir.
CL-M-3.SGACC let-PRES.PERA.SG not Qo OUtINF
[Alsina 2002: 24322433,Catalan|

(134) a. *La hizo no trabajar demasiado.
CL-F-3.SGACC makePAST-1.SG not  work-INF too much
[Lépez 2001: 225Spanish
b. *las Vi no caminar.
CL-M-3.SGACC seePAST1.SGnot  walk-INF
[Hernanz 1999: 224 Kpanish

For many speakers negated causative complements are marginal or even impossible.
To the extent that sentences such as (135) can be marginally accepted, the negation is not

interpretedas an instance of sentence negation, but as constituent negation.

(135) La victima nos hizo no divulgar la noticia.

‘The victim made us not divulge the news.’
[Trevino 1994: 60Spanish

Higginbotham (1983) and Mittwoch (1990) argue against negatidgheinnfinitival
complement and show that thetVP constituent produces a different semantic implication
than the one obtained in the cases of matrix verb negation.

Reconciling the traditional view on the ECM with Di Tullio’s (1996) and Guasti's
(1993)observations on Tense that are not strictly related to the defectiveness of the nominal

features, | assunbat the T heads contaihree independent featurebffeatures, Case, and
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[tense], as a deictic anchor (see also Gallego 2010: 103). Inuaeféalheritance process as
proposed by Chomsky (2008), these features are not initially specified in the T head but
generated in the C head and inherited by T through a mechanism of feature transmission. It is
plausible then to postulate for theefTheada larger (defective) structure in which it is

merged, that offers a solution to this conceptual issue.

5. Conclusions

This chapter had two main goals. A first goal was to analyse phenomena that question
the presence of any syntactic border between thexwarb and the infinitival complement.
| looked into issues of clitic climbing, long object movement, and reflexive passives that
argue in favour of the transparency of the embedded clause. The second goal was to offer an
overview and a critique of therevious approaches to IC and RIC constructions, considering
both the advantas and the problems they raiseoncluded that perception and causative
verbs are more adequately treated as ECM predicates (of the Romance kind) that take
defective complemeés, usually analked as defective TP<Chapter 3 elaborates on this
hypothesis and establishes a direct dependency between C and T in their defective variants in
the infinitival complement, in the light of more recent proposals to clausal architecture (cf.
Chomsky 2007; 2008, Gallego 2009; 2010; 2014).
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Chapter 3

The structure of the infinitival complement: a unified account

1. Introduction

The present chapter presents the main theoretical stances assumed throughout the thesis.
They are h couched in the Minimalist Program (see Chomsky 1993 and ssq. work), and,
more specifically, in the later developments in Minimalist theory, namely the {Soale
framework, as proposed by Chomsky (2000, 2001). In the following sections, | aim at
showing that both IC and RIC constructions can be approached in a simpler and
straightforward way, in the light of the significant improvements brought about by the
Minimalist Program to the understanding of the mechanisms that lie behind the derivation of
thesesyntactic constructions.

This chapter is both an introduction to the notion of defectiveness and its syntactic
manifestation in the contexts studied here (as understood in several recent minimalist works;
see Chomsky 2000 and ssq. work, Sola 2002, L@0€7, and, especially, Gallego 2009;
2010; 2014) and an investigation of possible Romance B@k! constructions involving
causative and perception verbs. Apart from this technical discussion, the goal of this chapter
is also to provide a unified accouritthe infinitival complementation of the verbs introduced
in the previous chapter and to discuss a series of exceptions that have received much attention
in the literature.

In the last section of chapter 2 | reached the conclusion that, in spite ottlhreence
of clitics and negation in the subordinate clause, the Tense in causative and perception verb
constructions is defective, hence thek of aspectual auxiliarieeemporal adverbs and other
inflectional elements in the subordinate domain. | atswltided that infinitival complements
of causative and perception verbs are akin to other (standard) ECM complements and share
with them the expression of Tense. Thenseof the embedded clauses is anaphoric, i.e. the
events described by the matrix vedrsl the infinitives are simultaneous so the Tense of the
complement coincides with the Tense of the matrix clause (see Guasti 1993, Labelle 1996,
Felser 1999, Wurmbrand 2001). As a direct consequence of the lack of independent Tense

specification, ECM compments, as well as causative and perception verb complements,
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have no propositional or force properties. All these verbs are possible only with infinitives
that lack the CP layer (i.e., they are not control structures). A second point that the three
clases of verbs (pure ECM, causative and perception verbs) have in common regards the
presence of overt subjects that originate in their complements and the prohibition on
embedded PRO subjects, a property they share with raising construitittmisl aspectin
which causative/perception resemble ECM verbthas they have a structural object Case
position to fill, and the matrix predicate (in fact the comptew) participates in the match,
valuation and assignment of Case to the infinitival subjdnt.this way causative and
perception verb (as well as certain pure restructuring verbs, as claimed by Wurmbrand 2001)
involve a form ofExceptional Case Marking

As | have previously said, the intuition that the infinitival complement of causative
and perception erbs is defective and resembles ECM complements is already found in
classical analyses (sdgurzio 1981; 1986, Hernanz 1982, among the first pnBarzio
(1981: 368; 1986: 25@62) states thathe causative verb resembles ECM verbs in that it
triggers thedeletion of the sentential boundary (i.e.,-@®letion). Hernanz (1982: 210)
argues in favour of a raisirig-object analysis only possible in a scenario in which there are
no CP frontiers between perception/causative verbs and their dependent claceseity, Ren
ECM-like analysis that involves a defective TP for the IC configuration can be found in Di
Tullio (1998), Felser (1999) and Torrego (20IMe challenge my proposal faces is to prove
that an analysis identical to that suggedtedhe IC consuction is valid as wellor the RIC
one, at least in Spanish and Catalan. Unifying the two analyses under the same identical label
would go against the tendency found in the majority of classical accounts. A question that
emerges is related to the notiai restructuring (i.e., clausgownsizing) or complex
predicate formation that has been also applied to the constructions | am investigating. This
notion needs clarification and a new definition in the actual paradigm. Therefore, my
proposal is to simplifgthe take on this issue and to regaedtructuring (or the process of
complex predicate formation) in the context of causative and perception verb constructions as
a verb selecting for a defectiveraplement that lacks complemesatr and tense properties.
Hence, restructuring would be regarded as ECMio sensu This hypothesis is also

(partially) present in three works on French RIC causatives, Kayne (2004), Roberts (2010)

! As | have also suggested in the previous chaptemfinitival subjects | examine behave like direct objects in
many respects. They are assigned accusative Case (at least in intraosiplements), they can undergo-DP
movement in passive scenarios (with certain restrictions), they can be reflexive pronouns, aadribeype
replaced by a (control) PRO subject.
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and Rouveret (2016), who all assimilate the infinitival complementsic ‘make to ECM
complements, taking them to be a defective TP.

The main contribution of my approach is to refine the ECM analysis and extend it
beyond the original area of application of pure ECM vehbshis study, | explore the idea
that Romance has ECM cansctions, and | attempt to demonstrate that the infinitival
dependents to causative and perception verbs are instances of a (subtype of Romance) ECM
configuration. | start from the premise that the IC and RIC configurations are both biclausal
structures ad that the overt linear order is a consequence of the derivation of these
constructions. The difference does not rest on the type of complement the matrix verb takes
(contra a large amount of literature on the topic; see the previous chapter, §Bgyi.aretall
defective complements (defective CPs as | will soon argue, a proposal inspired by Gallego’s
2009, 2010, 2014 work), bubn the mechanisms at stake in the derivation of these
configurations.

Chomsky's (2000, 2001) theoretical framework pded a new perspgve on
complementation ang a good starting point for a new approach to the analysis of infinitival
clauses in Romance. Building on Chomsky (2000 and ssq. work) and Gallego (2009, 2010,
2014) | hope to convince the reader that treothtical framework adopted here offers the
right tools todiscard any syntactic manipulations or artifices used until now to derive the two
constructions.

The structure of the present chapter is as follows. Section 2 sets the groundwork for a
unified acount. It provides a description of the theoretical assumptions and Chomsky's
ProbeGoal system and deals with the notion of defectiveness. Section 3 includes the
proposal | make to the complementation of causative/perception verbs. Finally, section 4

consters three potential problems to the unified account.

2. Setting the groundwork for a unified account

2.1. Theoretical assumptions

The present study is a generative investigation that takes place within the framework of the
so-called Minimalist Progam (or Minimalism) as primarily developed by Chomsky (1993,

1995). Minimalism is, in fact, a research program that has undergone since then further
changes, improvements and simplifications, always seeking to obtain theoretical adequacy

from natural, simjg and elegant syntactic accounts. This section outlines the basic
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conceptual structure of the recent versions of the minimalist project and, most notably, the
ProbeGoal system put forward by Chomsky (2000, 2001, 2004), also taking into
consideration th&atest modifications brought about by Chomsky (2005, 2007, 2008, 2013).

The central tenet of the Generative Grammar is that humans possess an inborn
language component, Baculty of LanguagdFL), that accounts for, at least, one salient
property of the biman natural language: the impressive (tacit) knowledge, ability and
creativity (i.e.,competencethat (native) speakers show when producing and understanding
language (i.e.performancg Chomsky (2005) identifies three factors that enter into the
designof the faculty of language (see also previous works such as Chomsky 1965, 1975,
1993a): genetic endowment, experience and principles that are not specific to the FL. The
first two factors previously occupied much of the linguistic debate inPtineciples &
Parameter§P&P) framework, and mainly in its welleveloped version, tféovernment and
Binding theory (see Chomsky 1981, 1982, 1986, Chomsky & Lasnik 1993), which tried to
overcome the conceptual tension between descriptive and explanatory adefjsanyeby
Chomsky 1955, 1965).

According to the first factor, children are biologically endowed with a set of features
or principles for developing a particular grammar on the basis of their linguistic experience.
This genetic endowment, the FL, incorptes aUniversal Grammar(UG) that takes the
linguistic experience of the language as input and delivers a particular grammar (e.g.,
English, Catalan, Romanian, etc.) as output. UG provides the speaker with a fixed set of
principles that can combine inlenited number of ways (parameters) to match the input
language. Speaker’s linguistic capacities are, therefore, a joint function of the environmental
input and the principles of the UG. The second factor is strongly related to what Chomsky
(1965) definess explanatory adequacy. It was initially meant to cast some light on Plato’s
problem (see Chomsky 1986b) and much research within generative linguistics focused on
solving it. The main question to be answered is how a child acquires a grammar ofvkis nati
language on the basis of a (poor) primary linguistic data, a problem of language acquisition to
concern any linguistic theory. The P&P framework focused precisely on demonstrating that

language acquisition was genetically predetermined by the inboranéLit developed

2 Chomsky (1965: 245) identifies two levels of adequacy:

0] A grammar fegarded as a theory of a language) is descriptively adequate “to the extent that it correctly
describes the intrinsic competence of the idealized native speaker”.

(ii) To the extent that a linguistic theory succeeds in selecting a descriptively adgquatear on the

basis of primary linguistic data [i.e. the information available to the child in the process of language

acquisition], we can say that it meets the condition of explanatory adequacy.
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according to the fixed invariant universal principles (or rules of grammar) of the UG.
According to this theory, the process of language acquisition helps the child to assign values
to the open parameters of the UG according to the igmgulge. In this way, the P&P
framework succeeds in solving the problem raised by language acquisition (which is now a
matter of parameter setting; see Chomsky 2005: 8) concentrating on the first factor: “innate
linguistic theory that provides the basig fanguage learning” (Chomsky 1965: 25). The
focus is placed on the study of the competence of the native speaker of a language, and more
precisely on its cognitive system internalized within the mind/brain I@la@guage see
Chomsky 1986b). Chomsky (2809) notices that the P&P theoretical model helped to
overcome “a difficult conceptual barrier to shifting the burden of explanation from the first
factor, the genetic endowment, to the third factor.”

The success achieved within the P&P approach ledhéo formulation of the
Minimalist Program. The Minimalist project is mainly concerned with the flaictbr of the
language faculty: “languageindependent principles of data processing, structural
architecture, and computational efficiency” (Chomsky 2003r9}he quest for a principled
explanation for properties of language, the Minimalist Program for linguistic theory assumes
that language interacts with the external performance systems (the Sensorimotor (SM) and
the Conceptualntentional (Gl) systems)in an optimal way. Thus, UG must be optimally
designed “approaching a ‘perfect solution’ to minimal design specifications” (cf. Chomsky
2000: 93). This is what Chomsky (2000: 96) callsSh®ngest Minimalist Thesis

(2) Language is an optimal solutiom fegibility conditions

In order to be maximally efficient, this optimal system should obey principles of
discrete infinity, norredundancy and structural economy (see Chomsky 1995: 168), but also
structural elegance and symmetry. These principles drapply to both the architecture of
the language and the working methodology for a theory of grammar.

The Minimalist Program restricts the components of the FL to only those that
interface with performance systems and addresses the question of whaiocsndit
imposed on ther.Since linguistic expressions are pairings of sound and meaning, the
minimalist conception of the faculty of language assumes that linguistic representations

converge only if they converge at the two external systems (i.e., SK2-§nd

% Chomsky’s minimalism has the goal of reducing the erides of FL to virtual conceptual necessity (Chomsky
2000: 111) and interface conditions. Minimalism is concerned with the mechanism that follow freeptoah
necessity (see Chosmky 2000 and ssg. work, Gallego 2010).

127



The architecture of LF according to the Minimalist Program resembles the one in (2):

(2) A minimalist model for FL

Lexicon

i

Narrow Syrax/
Computational System

i

Syntactic structure

3

Phonological Semantic
Component Component
PF representation Senic representation
Sensorimotor (Speech) Conceptuall ntentional
Systems (Thought) Systems

Under the minimalist perspective, the FL containkxcon and acomputational
componen(ti.e., narrow syntax The lexicon comprises a collectionlekical items(LI) that
areassemblages of linguistic features. LI contain semantic, formal and morphophonological
properties (and, hence, also idiosyncratic information) and they are treated by the narrow
syntax as atomic units of the FL, “each a structured array of propde#srés to which
Merge and other operations apply to form expressions” (cf. Chomsky 2007: 6).

The items drawn from the lexicon are combined together in the computational system

that arranges them and makes up syntactic struc¢tdies.Minimalist program eartains the

* There is no motivation for additial representations in the syntactic architecture, such as numerations or
lexical arrays (as previously argued by Chomsky 1993, 1995a, b, 2000, 2001).
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idea that there is a mutual interaction betwd®ncomputational component and the external
systems. The computational operations interact with the properties of the external
performance systems (cf. Chomsky 2000, 2001, 2@@d)the performace systems (which

also have properties of their own) interact with the computational component to satisfy their
properties. Syntactic objects constructed in core syntax serve as input for two other
components. They are mapped onto semantic and phondldBiEn representations that
belong to the semantic and phonological components which act as interfaces between narrow
syntax and the performance systeffise semantic representation interacts with the thought
system, and the PF representation with thedpsgstem.

An operation ofTransferat the interfacesenders the syntactic structure inaccessible
to further operations or subsequent manipulation and hands constructed objects over to the
mapping componeni{see Chomsky 2004The notion of transfer ielated to the concept of
phase(for the Phase Impenetrability Conditipsee Chomsky 2000 and subsequent works).
The main idea behind this concept is that syntax operates through small derivational cycles
(for example, the verb phrase, #d> phase, o clause, the CP phase; see Chomsky 2000,
2001, 2004, 2008), that cannot be modified by other computational operations (like Merge or
Agree) after they are transferred to the interfacEgansfer applies at the phase level (cf.
Chomsky 2004: 111).

The gntactic expressions are subject to the principleFoll Interpretation (see
Chomsky 1986b), a principle that requires that all the features of the syntactic structures
should be legible at the interfaces. If these structures satisfy the principle of Full
Interpretation, they are said to converge at the semantic and the PF levels. If they do not, the
derivation is said to crash. Chomsky’'s (2000: 95) proposes two classes of features of LI.
Certain features are interpretabteefy have values from the lexicon amde legible to the
external systems at the interface) while others are uninterpreftidg receive no
interpretation at the semantic level). For example, structural Case is an example of
uninterpretable feature that LIs can have (see Chomsky 2000, A@Riing on Vergnaud’s
1977/2006 observations). Agreement features (#ieature set: person, number, gender) is

another example. They can have both interpretable and uninterpretable variants, depending

® In fact, no structure is eliminated by the Transfer operation. Once a phase is completed amtedrénsfe
remains accessible due to an edge feature (see Chomsky 2000: 107, 2007:11, 2008: 141), butbié cannot
modified by syntactic operations at later cycles. Only elements at the edge (i.e. the highést(specid the
highest head) of this phase azessible to operations from outside.
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on what category of word they appear @nly thosesyntactic expressions that contain

features that are interpretable at the interface level converge at the relevant level.
2.2. Chomsky’s (2000, 2001) Prob&oal framework

At the level of the computational component, the system makes use of threegesatons:
Merge AgreeandMove The first operationlerge is an indispensable and computationally
simple structuréuilding operation. Mergep(re or external Mergg takes two elements
(DB from the lexicon and creates from these two a new syntalgjgct (or a phrase) whose
head () is either Dor E(see Chomsky 1995a, 1995b, 2000, 2001, and the formulation of the
Bare Phrase StructureBPS). The (asymmetric) operation is strictly binary, unbounded, and
imposes a hierarchical structure (in whiéand Eare terms ofJbut not vice versa). The
objects Dand Eestablish a relation of-command in whichDc-commands all the members

of E(cf. Epstein 1999, Chomsky 2000).

(3) Merge (D B={J{ D B}, where J* { D B

The elementibecomes the labelf the new syntactic object that corresponds, in fact,
to the head of the syntactic object (or Bvebe cf. Chomsky 2004; 2008). Although the very
status of thdabel creation (orabeling) as an extra operation is a controversial bregent
proposalgsee Chomsky 2007; 2008; 2013, Gallego 2010) reinforce the idea that labels are
neededevery syntactic object should be labeled in order to receive an interpretéeonit
is transferred to the interface€homsky (2007, 2008, 2013) claims that labels not
created, but identified, and he propoaasinimal search algorithm that provides a label for
the syntactic object in order to be interpreted at the interfaces (see Gallego 2010, Chomsky
2013).This fixed labeling algorithm operates at the phase Jlalehg with other operations
(except for external Merge; s€homsky 2004: 122; 2007: 17; 2043, Gallego 2010: 18
19).

Going back to Merge, this operation must satisfy (at least) two principles of efficient
computation: thénclusiveness Conditioand No Tampering Conditioifcf. Chomsky 1995,

2005, 2007, 2008). The first principle precludes the introduction of extraneous, new objects

 For example, in the first BPS approaches Chomsky (1995a, b,) suggests that an extra opdedi@n of
creation should ndte a desirable property of the systeBullins (2002) as well argues that labétsnot havea
real theoretical status, being just a notational device, used to express the asymmetries obseruselgitg
different lexical items.
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or features (traces, indices, or the-leaels of Xbar Theory) in the course of computation.
The second condition relgtes the enlargement of the phrase marker, stating that Merge
cannot change or break up the components of the syntactic object already created (see
Chomsky 2008: 138), but it can apply ‘to the edge’ of the syntactic object/structure allowing
its ‘expansia’.

The following operationMove is another type of Merge, also caliedernal Merge
and presupposes the movement or displacement of a syntactic object that is already a member
of the set it forms (cf. Chomsky 2004). Internal merge turns this objectaiiscontinuous
object(not two distinct objects)r achain which is seen as a collection of occurrences of the
syntactic object. The original occurrence is considered the copy of the new one Gepythe
Theory of Movementf. Chomsky 1993, 1995000, 2001).

The two (external and internal) Merge operations are schematically represented in (4):

4) a External Merge

J

{bg = 3

D E
b. Internal Merge
2 2
G 2 = D 2

2 . G 2
2 ! 2
D E Y4 D E

The two operations of Merge were said to correspond to different semantics. It was
made a direct correlation between External Merge and configurations that reflect argument
structure information (the ‘base structure’, see Hale & Keyser 1993, 2002, Cha@oky
and internal Merge (the derived structure) with possible discaunseted properties (cf.
Chomsky 2004, 2008; Gallego 2010).

The third basic operation in the computational systerAgeee Chomsky (2000,
2001) introduces Agree in the context ohawv is called the Prob@oal framework.

Agreement phenomena indicate that there is indeed an algorithm that fekdtegsof
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syntactic objects. The asaption of much current work is that Agree is a structigpendent
operation, part of the narresyntactic computation, which relatePaobein need of valuing
some uninterpretablévfeature to an appropriatéoal that has a matching interpretable
feature, within the Probe’s search space (that is,-@snemand domain)Chomsky (2000:
101) defines Agreas “an operation which establishes a relation (agreement, Case checking)
between an LIDand a feature F in some restricted spaceal@itaain”. In Chomsky (2001: 3)
Agree is defiened as follows: “We therefore have a relation Agree holding be®asah E
where Dhas interpretable inflectional features aktias uninterpretable ones, which delete
under Agree.”

An oversimplified example of a standard configuration for Agree in the PG
framework (cf. Chomsky 2000, 2001) would look like the one5n The Probe A has an
unvalued feature F that it needs to value and looks for a matching and valued feature of the

same type (i.e., the Goal) within itscommand domain.

(5)  Agree
A[F;.-] ... B [F: val]
(Probe) (Goal)

To illustrate LW ZLWK D PRUH FRQFUHWH H[DPS GféatumsD N H 7KI
of T (Tense) establish an Agree relatidl. WK W KH L QfaakitesS &f H WobigaD BIP 3
that may be local or remote (lowgstance), yielding the surface effect of subjemtb
ageement in (6).

(6) a. Maryis sg IS3.sep/*are beautiful.
b. [ Tim[ DPasell Y [Tgsel DPasell
z m

Agree(T, DP)

The Mfeature set of the Probe dnd that of the Goal DP match, and the Goal's

(interpretable) Mfeatures assign a value to the uninterpretable feature bundle of the Probe. T

" If the Goal is remote and Agree must plong-distance, liere argwo locality requirements that should be
obeyed: (a) Relativized Minimality/Minimal Link Condition which prevents agreement to take placechesw
Probe and Goal if there is a potential Goal closer to the Probe, and (b) the Phase ImpenetabitignC
(PIC) which prevents probing into a phgse. the complements of v* and C, cf. Chomsky 2000, 2001 and ssq.
work). For certain exceptions to these two conditises Hiraiwa (2005), Lopez (2007) and Gallego (2010).
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has now valued its [person] and [number] features and the predicate can therefore agree with
the subject.

The Prole-Goal dependencies operate under certamditions, as they are proposed
in Chomsky (2001):

(7)  Conditions on Agree

a. Both the Probe and the Goal must be active for Agree to apply.
b. The Probe must have a complete seMidatures (it must béAconplete) to
delete uninterpretable features of the matched Goal.
[adapted from Chomsky 2001: 6]

To these two conditions, a third one should be added. It is related to the notion of
Match Chomsky (2000, 2001) claims that both Probe and Goal match iflthey the same
type of feature (they must be ndistinct features, see Chomsky 2001: 5), independently of
its value. Agree depends on this Match relation to proceed with the valuation process. Agree
is therefore a matetaluation relation. Once the unvathigninterpretable features are valued
by Agree the features must be deleted from narrow syntax. Only a Probe with a full bundle of
I-features is capable of deleting the feature that activates the matched Goal. A successful
valuation process makes valuedtiees no longer active and the item that contains them is
‘frozen in place’ (for example, a DP whose structural Case has been chcked).

Chomsky (2000: 102, 2001: 6) assumes three functional categories relevant for the
clausal architecture (theore funtional categoriey C (that expresses force/mood) (the
locus of tense/event structu)dv (the light verb) that enter the computational system with
a set of uninterpretableMfeatures in need of matching, valuation and erastie
uninterpretable f&tures serve to implement operatisush as structural Case agreement or
dislocation (Move). C can be unselected or selected by substantive categoriey shile

selected by functional categories onlyis selected by C or V. If selected by C, it hasil& f

8 See alsdPesetsky & Torrego (2007), who distinguish betwieerpretableand uninterpretablefeatures, on
the one hand, andaluedand unvaluedfeatures, on the other hand. They combining the concepialwtion
andinterpretability, and propose a fourfold feature typology:

0] [uF] [1]: uninterpretable, valued [iF] [1]: interpretable, valued
[uF] [ ]: uninterpretable, unvalued[iF] [ ]: interpretable, unvalued

The feature that participates in Agree bears the same index. The empty pair of brackets signfgatthrathas
not been involved in Agree.
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set of Mfeatures (Tomp and also a tensmodal structure. If selected by V, T defective
(Tdep)- Taeris found in raising and ECM structures.

The light verbv can also have a defective counterpart. Chomsky (2001: 9) introduces
a strong vs. weak slinction forv. v* is Mcomplete (number and person) and selectd a
complete V.vgeris Mincomplete (as in unaccusative and passive constructions) then V is also
defective (it lacks a [person] featur@)er and vger cannot value the Case feature on E#e
and IA, respectively, and, consequently they cannot be involved in totally successful Agree
dependencies. For exampleestan have a [person] feature that can be deleted by a nominal
element Dthat matches that feature by moving to [Spegj, Tout Tqer iS nonfinite and cannot
delete the structural Case feature DBf so that D can undergo further movement and
agreement.

In Chomsky's system, structural Case belongs to the category of uninterpretable
features determined by the context, whose valuecisngequence of a Prol@oal relation.
Nominative Case is assigned at the CP layer (taking into account that TP is not a phase) while
accusative Case is assigned at ¥ one (cf. Chomsky 2001, 2004, Chomsky 2007).
Therefore, structural Case assignmeat {ell as the valuation of uninterpretable features)
takes place at the level of th#P and CP phases (see Chomsky 2000:106, 2001:12,
2004:107, 2005:17, 2007:18, 2008:143). Chomsky (2001: 6) argues that:

Structural Case is not really a feature of thebps (T,v), but it is assigned a value
under agreement, then removed by Spatl from the narrow syntax. The value assigned
depends on the probe: nominative for T, accusativev.f@ase itself is not matched, but
GHOHWHYV XQGHfgateriedV FKLQJ RI1 3

In consequence Case assignment is seam &ffect of an Agree dependen®r, as
Lopez (2007: 47) points out, it can be regarded as-&asd of agreement.

A typical case ofMfeature valuation and Case assignment at the levels of the CP and
V*P phase according to Chomsky's (2000, 2001) is given in (8) below. The example is a
transitive constructions in whicdn object merges with V in a VP phrase that consequently
merges with/* and the/*P is built up. It is at this level that the object receivestitsle. The
external argument is introduced Wy which also has the ability to assign accusative Case to
the object

®In fact it is the whaé complex*-V the one that assigns Case.
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(8) Mary loves John.

[cPC[rr T >x @ Marys.sg V* > x b love Johnssg]] (Match)
z------ m Z-------- m

[cp C [rp Tia.sq)l vip Maryts.sg) V¥ [a.sg [ve love Johie sg)]] (Valuation: T's andv § V- 3
features are valued)

[cp C [rp Tiz.sq)l v Maryis senom; V¥3.se)[ve love Johi sgjiacey 1] (Case
assignment: T's and | \-features are deleted and the two DPs receive Case)

After valuation the Mfeatures are deleted and the two DPs are assigned Case,

nominative and awisative, respectively.
2.3. On the concept of defectiveness

The example presented above is a case of successful Agree relations. Nevertheless, as was
noted when | introduced Chomsky's core functional categories, there are scenarios in which
Agree failsto take place. One of these is the case when Match relates two elements, one of
which, although active, lacks a relevant feature (for T a [number] feature, while gor
[person] feature, cf. Chomsky 2000, 2001). It is said that this elemelafastive Those
SUREHV WKDW GR QRMWINH® fdiHto @st&RIPh SdrigleteHagBeement and are
unable to assign structural Case. This idea of defectiveness can be formalised with the

following definition borrowed from Gallego (2010: 82, 169):
(9)  AnLlisdefective if it lacks some feature(s) of a given class.

Recall that Chomsky (2000, 2001) introduced two versions (one complete and one
defective) of both T and v. Chomsky (2000: 102) restricts defectiveness to T, and we have
seen that he proposes a twold HW L H V-cBmpléte D, selected by C, and capable of
DVVLIJQLQJ VWUXFWXUDO &D VidefetiRePTL(@RaMed MH/)RAd 2B O DQG L
of assigning structural Case (see Gallego 2009: 168). However in Chomsky (2001), he
introduces two wesions ofv and proposes that* also has a defective counterpavi for
passive and unaccusative VPSs).

At this point, | am particularly concerned with the manisfestation @f dnd
especially with the analysis of ECM clauses in Chomsky’s systemotiegsof my goals to
investigate whether the discussion on ECM may carry over to the Romance languages |
study. In Chomsky’s approach, raising/ECM infinitivals headed fpdck C (and also the

distributional freedom of CP), tense structure and assigrase © the embedded subject.
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Interestingly, Gallego (2009:168, 2010: 166) notices that an intriguing aspect of
Chomsky's system is the asymmetry presented by C as opposed tovil Gl always M
FRPSOHWH VHH &KRPVN\ -defective cour@eipBriN In@é liphtf
Chomsky’'s more recent observations (see Chomsky 2007, 2008), Gallego (2009: 176, 2010:
170) argues that C as well can have complete and defective versions podepra new

typology of Probes.

(10) Typology of Probes

Probe| Variety It assigns Case

C 3complete C* Yes (Nominative/Null)
3defective C No

% 3completev* Yes (Accusative)
3defectivev No

Taking (10) seriously,aising and ECM stictures can be conceived of as embedding

a defective C layer that also contains a defective T:

(11)  [cpCaef-..[1Pp Taet... [ve V*-V]I]

In accordance with Gallego’s (2009, 2010) typology of Probes, two standard cases of
defective GT dependencies (raisisig-subject and ECM) are analysed as the examples in
(12):

(12) Raisingto-Subject
a. John seems:f Cyet [1p <JOhN> Tier tO [+p <JOhN>V* lOve Mary]]]
ECM (or Raisingto-Object)
b. John believes Maryp Cget [t <Mary> T to [«p <Mary>v* love Harry]]]

The complex €T4 matches the infinitival subject in some of its features to
implement raising, but not all such that it could preclude inactivation of the embedded DPs.
One important assumption of Gallego’s proposal is: ti{#]bsence of a Mcomplete C
entails absence of adcomplete T, which makes subject DPs remain active, their Case
depending on &igher Probe. What this higher Probe turns out to be is the relevant factor: in
raisingenvironments it is G, while in ECM environments it ig*-V” (cf. Gallego 2009:

178). Therefore the embedded DPs have to reach the matrix domain to value all their features

and their Case.
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There are both theoretical and empirical reasons to defend different varieties of
defective GT dependencies. As Gallego points (2@09: 176, 2010: 170), the presence of a
defective C in the table (10) above has the advantage of capturing the intuition that selection
is always encoded through this category. This approach offers a uniform treatment of
complementation: defective depemd clauses are introduced by subordinators as any other
finite complement clauses. C is still the locus of subordination, although in a defective way.

$QRWKHU WKHRU\ LQWHUQDO UHD V-RQuUrE RiEAtahdeQV & KR P V|
mechanism. Chomsky (20p®roposes that some features are transmitted from the phase
heads (C an#*) to non-phase heads (T and V). Chomsky (2008: 143) analyses the case of T
that has been long argued to share inflectional features with C. He notices that, for example,
the Mfeaures and Tense on T appear to be derivative from C and not inherent. They are
determined and transmitted by the C head (see Chomsky 2008: 143), so T cannot appear
alone!® This is in fact an asymmetry already present in Chomsky (2000, 2001), where,
althoughCP and v*P are the phases, it is T afdhat are responsible for the valuation of
structural Case featureSallego (2014) goes enefurther and suggests the&thomV N\ -V 3
feature inheritance process can be dispensed with altogether if it can be shown-ptaseon
heads are copies of phase heads, and hence, the same linguistic item (see Gallego's (2014: 42)
Feature Inheritence as Copying ThésisGallego argueshat GT act as a unit for different
syntactic operations, and there evidence that T is selected only if“CTtierefore, an
immediate conclusion is that the TP layer never lacks a CP one. A natural extension of this
claim is that TP never lacks this CPyda, in spite of being defective. From all these
theoretical stances, | draw the conclusion that defective environments such astoaising
subject and ECM (that include perception and causative verb constructions) select for a
defective CP as long as thalgo select for a defective TP.

There is a clear cut between Germanic and Romance languagues. Most Romance
languages display raisistg-subject constructions (see Rizzi 1982, Kayne 2000, Torrego
2002, Gallego 2009) rather easifyThe same is not true abt standard ECM (raising-
object) which involvesbelievetype verbs. The following data show that ECM is

parametrically constrained in Romance. While Romanian allowlseltevetype verbs in

9 For further consequences of tiMnheritence process, see Chomsky (2008) and Gallego (2014).

" The idea that C and T can be regarded as a discontinuous object is also present in Stowell (1981).

2 Inflectional features are always present in C even though there is not immediately obvious evidence of this at
the PF level (cf. Gallego 2014: 58).

13 Gallego (2009: 182 and ff.) who focuses on case op&mcer'seem’, convincingly argues fohe existence

of defectiveC-T dependencies with Spanish raistogsubject verb.
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Western Romance never take infinitival complements (see Retuge Vergnaud 1980,
Kayne 1981, Rizzi 1982, Manzini 1983, Burzio 1986, among the first ones):

(13) a. *Sostengo Gianni essere intelligente.
asserPRES1.SG  John beNF  intelligent

‘| consider Gianni to be intelligent.’
[Kayne 1981: 353ltalian]

b. *Jo  crois Marie étre fatiguée de ca.
I believePRES1.SG ~ Mary belINF tired of that

‘| believe Marie to be tired of that.’
[Manzini 1983: 172French]

C. *Juan cree Maria ser inteligente.
John believe®RES3.SG Mary belINF intelligent

‘Juan believes Mary to be intelligent.’
[San Martin 2004: 10Z5panish

d. 1l cred (pe copil)a fi mai inteligent
CL-M-3.SG-ACC believePRES1.SGDOM child to beINF more intelligent
decéat pare.
than seemPRES3.SG

‘| believe him/the child to be more intelligent than he seems.’
(Romanian

In spite of all these examples and igngrifor the moment the exception raised by
Romanian case, the claim that Romance lack ECM structures is not founded since, as | have
shown in the previous two chapters, perception and causative verb can successfully candidate

for the category of ECM verbs.

3. The proposal: a defective CP structure for the infinitival complement

It is worth trying to extend Gallego’s (2009, 2010) proposal to timests analysed in this
thesis.ECM infinitival complements have been characterised as involving a defec{seeT

Sola 2002, Kayne 2004, Rouveret 2016). In the context of French causatives, Kayne (2004),
Roberts (2010), and, more recently, Rouveret (2016) have assimilated causative verb
constructions to defective structures of the ECM kind, taking their comptetoebe a
defective TP. Following Gallego (2009, 2010, 2014) let us suppose thatdheedd is
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necessarily selected by aj The defective clauses introduced here are not necessarily
smaller, they can involve a defective CP layer (see also Ormal@@fal Sola 2002, Epstein
& Seely 2006, Cornilescu 2013, for different environments). The infinitival complement of

causative and perception verbs (14) would have the structure in the configuration (15):

(14) Spanish
El pablico vid/hizo al cantante bail.

‘The audience saw/made the singer dance.’

(15) El publico vié/hizo al cantanted Cqet [Tp<el cantante> Jet [\+p <€l cantantex*
bailar]]]

A defective CP layer does not constitute a barrier for movement procasdesince
TPqer Will not be able to value Case features on the infinitival subject (due to its deficiency in
Mfeatures), this DP subject has to move to a position in the matrix clause where it can
receive Case. Notice that my proposal is based on the assumption that both IC and RIC
configurations are based on the structure in (15) that involves a defective CP layer. The next
chapter deals with the actual mechanisms at stake for deriving the two word orders.

Theoretically, the solution | am putting forward heilgas the welcome resutif
capturing in an updated minimalist fashion the intuition of several classical works (see
mainly Rouveret & Vergnaud 1980, Burzio 1986, and Baker 1988) that causative/perception
verb constructions are biclausal structures whose CP level is not misgipgelsent in a
defective way.

Empirically, it is not easy to find evidence of the presence otsah€ad in the
complements | investigate. Nevertheless, | want to discuss two pieces of data that argue in
favour of this thesis. The first one is relatedan idea suggested in Picallo (2007) that
demonstrative pronourso ‘that’ can take as its antecedent a CP clause. The infinitival

complement in (16) can be taken as antecedeasbyhat'.

(16) Spanish
a. Le han visto [tomar antidepresivas] pero eso
CL-M-3.SGDAT SeePRES.PERRB.PL takeINF antidepressants but that
no significa gue nopueda llevar  unavida normal.

not meanPRES3.SG that not carsUBJ3.SGtakeINF a  life  normal
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‘They have seen him take antidepressants but thes ot mean he cannot
live anormal life.’

Le han hecho [renunciar a la coronapero esp
CL-M-3.SGDAT makePRES.PERR.PL give upINF to the crown but that
no supone que tengaque renuncidambién a su herencia.
not presupposthat have tesUBJ3.SGgive URINF also to his inheritance
‘They have made him give up the throne but tzes not mearhat he has to

give up the inheritance as well.’

Gallego (2009: 177) records similar cases involving the yetecer‘'seem’ and

notes that both C and D are analogous in being able to establish anaphoric dependencies. The

data in (16) seems to suggdsdttthe defective clause can involve a CP layer.

A second piece of evidence in favour of the presence of a defective C head is the

occurrence of the prepositiose ‘of’ in Spanish in those environments known as deista

dialects. Infinitives (and other ndimite verb, i.e., Romanian supines, for examples) are

sometimesntroduced by overt complemesgis (17):

(17) Spanish

a.

Vi de cantar a Marta.
SeePAST-1.SG of singINF DOM Martha

‘| saw Marta sing.’
[Peinad 2017: 36]

Senti a tus amigasde llegar  porla mafana.
hearPAST-1.5G DOM your friends of arriveNFby the morning

‘| heard your friends come in the morning.’
[Camus 2013: 25]

No hagas de rabiar a tu  hermana.
not makePRES2.SG of getINF angryDOM your sister

‘Don’t make your sister get angry.’
[Camus 2013: 25]

Mi madre no me dejo de salir
my mothe not CL-M-3.SG makePAST-3.SG of g0 OUtINF

‘My mother didn't let me go out.’
[adapted from Peinado 2017: 33]
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We can consider thate ‘of’ is a subordination hallmark (cf. Camus 2013), or a-non
tensed versions of C (see Gallego 20I458). It is a defective preposition that easily allows

the climbing of clitics to the matrix domain.

(18) Spanish
a. La oi de llegar cuando era tarde.
CL-F-3.SGACC hearPAST-1.SGof arrive-INF when bePAST-3.SG late

‘I heard her arrive when it was late.’
[Peinado 2017: 37]

b. Las hice de reir.
CL-F-3.PL-ACC makePAST-1.SG of laughINF
‘I made her laugh.’

C. Les hice a misamigas de traer el libro.
CL-F-3.PL-DAT makePAST-1.SG DOM my friends of bringINF the book

‘I made my friends bring the book.’
[Peinado 2017: 11]

The prepositiorde ‘of is ruled out from Catalan contexts (19)hdre is however a

different defective prepositiorg ‘to’, that may occur in scenarios with perception verbs.

(19) a. Va sentir (*de) cantar la Maria.
hearPAST-3.5G of singINF the Mary
‘He heard Maria sing.’
b. Va veure (*de) sortir la Maria.
SeePAST-3.SG of go outiNF the Mary
‘He saw Maria go out.’
[Villalba 2002: 2269 Catalar]

(20) a. Han sentit (@) dir que vindra.
hearPRES.PERRB.PL t0 sayINF that come-UT-3.SG
‘They heard him say he would come.”

b. Jo no me n refio, perqué ja
I not CL-1.SG CL.PARTtrustPRES1.SG because already
I he vist (& venir.

CL-M-3.SGACC SeePRES.PERHA.SG toO comelINF
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‘| don’t trust him because I've seen him come.’
C. N’ he sentit (a) parlar.
CL.PART hearPRES.PERA.SG10 sayINF
‘I've heard it said.’
[Villalba 2002: 2397 Catalan

As Rafel (2000: 112, fn. 87) observes, these cases cannot be examples of the
Prepositional Infinitive Construction because they do not express an event in progress. | take
them to be anothemstance of defective subordinators.

Given the preceding discussion, | conclude thtd@ PDQFH OD Q JXIBfdddw KDYH 3
Probes of the ECM type that fail to license Case to their GDalfective clauseare not
necessarily smaller, they can involve a defe CP layer (see Ormazabal 1995, Sola 2002,

Epstein & Seely 2006, Gallego 2009; 2010, Cornilescu 2013, for different conféxes).
discussion above attempts to reconcile at a conceptual but also at an empirical level the
treatment of the infinitival deendents of causative and perception verbs, by proposing a

unified defective CP analysis.

4. Reconsidering three potential problems for a unified account

The proposal discussed in section 3 attempts to reconcile the treatment of the complements of
the two infinitival constructions involving causative and perception verbs in terms of
defective CP subordinate clauses {&PAn analysis that proposes a defective complement

for both IC and RIC should account for (at least) three aspects that have been@nmguned
against a unified complementation approach to the verbs under investigation: the nature of
the matrix predicate (see section 4.1.), the double positioning of the embedded subject (see
section 4.2.) and the problems =slsby the phenomenon of dligation (see section 4.3.).

My aim to offer a uniform explanation is just apparently challenged by these plotential

problemsdealt with in the literature on the topics | address.
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4.1. The variable behaviour of the matrix predicate in IC andRIC

4.1.1. The monoclausatbiclausal conflict and the nature of the matrix

verb

Authors who focused their research on both IC and RIC structures simultaneously made a
clear connection between the positioning of the subject and the amount of compleme
selected by the verbee/makgsee Rosen 1992; Guasti 1993; Maier 1994; Labelle 1996;
Moore 1996; Rowlett 2007, a.0.). On the one hand, the use of-enfiosival subject would

signal an inflectionally impoverished structure whose complement cotilldeniarger than a
VPNP. On the other hand, the presence of a preinfinitival subject in the embedded domain
was said to be a clear indication of the selection of a larger complement that included a
(usually, norfinite) Tense layer which easily accommasgthtphenomena related to more
complex structures (bringing them close to the ECM configurations). In his introduction on
reduced constructions, Moore (1996) speaks of a monoclausal/biclausal tension, generally
reflected in many of the studies that tackle thpic of restructuring in infinitives, and which

has not been resolved yet. Indeed, many works concur with this conclusion: the opposition
between IC and RIC constructions is due to the difference in the underlying structure of these
sentences, namelyghmonoclausal versus the biclausal nature of these structures.

The majority of these analyses claim that a preinfinitival subject favours the presence
of an embedded TP, whose Spec, T it occupies. Apart from this aspect, the same authors
appeal to two dter pieces of evidence, namely clitic placement in the complement and
possible embedded negation, that would support a biclausal approach to these constructions
(as pointed out in Rosen 1992, Borgonovo 1994, Davies 1995; 2000, Reed 1996, Achard
2001, Rowlé& 2007, Soares da Silva 2012, Ciutescu 2013a, b, akthpugh in Ciutescu
(20134, b) I initially defended this double treatment of the infinitival complement in Spanish
and CatalanyP in RIC vs. TP in IC), | now believe that there are sound reasamsider
some of the evidence examined there (such as the presence of clitics and negation in the
embedded clause) as unreliable diagnostics for differentiating the complements in those
terms.

| agree with these previous works that the infinitival caanpnts of causative and
perception verbs have given rise to many speculations about the way they are selected and
labelled. Although not always fully developed, all these works investigate the same

monoclausal/biclausal ‘tension’ Moore (1996) talks abdieir discussion usually boils
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down to issues of word order (especially the licensing of the infinitival subject) and the
presence (or absence) of the TP layer. For example Davies (1995: 73), who analyses the
diachronic changes from the RIC to the IC cangions in Spanish, argues that the increased
presence of overt subjects in the embedded domains is ‘synonymous with the shift from
reduced to nomeduced structures’, which eventually motivates the shifts in word order, Case
marking, clitic placement (oluding the use of embeddase-cclitics). In some considerable
measure these previous analyses fall short of accounting for this conflict in complementation.
Many of these works specify neither the origin nor the operations at stake for deriving the
two corstructions, especially the monoclausal one.

With respect to these claims, | consider that merely the occurrence ofiafpitstal
subject and the option of clitic climbing are not necessarily proofs of a monoclausal structure.
| argue specifically aajnst the pervasive claim found in the monoclausal approaches that
clitic climbing is a sufficient and necessary condition for restructuring/complex predicate
formation. Similarly, in the case of the IC configuration, | will show that both person clitics
and reflexive/reciprocaseclitics in the embedded complement of causative and perception
verb constructions are not exclusively properties of this configuration. They also occur in
Catalan causatives which is a language that lacks IC structures withtivGaugab fer
‘make’. | have excluded from the discussion an argument usually provided in the above
mentioned analyses and with which | dealt in the preceding chapter: the presence of negation.
| concluded that the occurrence of negation in the infinitteahplement in the contexts |
investigate can only be interpreted as constituent negation, and not as clausal negation. The
presence/absence of negation is not a reason to discard either of the two analyses. As for the
possibility of finding seclitics on the embedded infinitive verbs, | will argue that this
property is not conditional on the presence of a TP in the complement and Romance
languages vary significantly in allowirgg-clitics in the infinitival clause, and this is mainly
due to independentasons.

Therefore, in the following lines, | will reconsider three potential problems for a
unified account and attempt to account for the exceptions they raise. One problem is related
to the variable nature of the matrix predicate in IC and RIC and itsecuences for the
monoclausabiclausal conflict. The positioning of the infinitival subject and the Case
alternations it produces are a second issue considered here. Apart from justifying them
syntactically, | also investigate the possible semantic/patigneffects that are associated

with the two infinitival subject positions, as well as providing a lexssmhantic
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charactesation of the embedded subject. The third problem concerns the phenomenon of
clitic climbing and the possibility of having embedclitics {n situ clitics) which would

bring about different semantic outcomes. My assumption is that clitic climbing is not enough
to defend restructuring (or a monoclausal configuration) and my aim is to examine the factors
that motivate the behavioof these clitics.

To begin with, | would like to dwell on the aspect of the nature of the matrix verb and
its role in the constructions | investigate. It has been pointed out on several occasithres that
variable behaviour of the causative and perceptiens gives rise to a lexiealnctional
dichotomy of these predicates that would correspond in turn to the IC and RIC structures, and
that would have semantic consequendeswlett (2007) addresses this lexifahctional
opposition and links it directlio a certain type of structure. The author discusses a series of
French verbs (among them perception and causative predicates) and correlates their allegedly
lexical and functional versions with the two configurations labelled by us IC and RIC.
Drawing onHaegeman (2006), who introduces the notafi(umctional}verbsandL(exical}
verbs™ Rowlett claims that a causative/perception verb would have a lexical use in the IC
construction and functional use in the RIC configuration (using, again, our notadRow)ett
assumes that when transparency effects are present (mainly clitic climbing, but also the lack
of clausal negation) the functional verb is merged in a functional head, causing a monoclausal
structure (cf. Cinque 2006), and hence resulting in aptaapredicate. In their lexical use,
these verbs appear in a biclausal structure, which should be incompatible with transparency
effects. They have a complete argument structure (a nominal experiencer/causer and a clausal
theme), and can assign Case vi@2MEin a TP pattern, which can accommodate clitics and
negation, and trigger past participle agreement. Rowlett (2007: 769) also notes that French
causativefaire ‘make’ behaves differently from permissilasser‘let’ (whose behaviour is
similar to voir ‘see’ and other perception verbs) in that it does not allow a preinfinitival
subject, negation or embedded clitics, which confirm, in his view, a functional version of
faire ‘make’ in this languageDespite its poor syntactic behaviour, the author clainag th

exceptionally, faire ‘make’ can have a lexical versionh.The distinction between the

1 Haegeman's (2006) article is concerned wi#tian sembrare'seem’, a verb that displays this lexical split.
She claimghat sembrarehas a dual status: on the one hand, it is a lexical verbawitxperiencer argument;

on the other hand, it behaves like a restructuring verb. She refers to restrisgorbrgreas Fsembrareand to
lexical sembrareas L-sembrare

> Rowlett (2007), however, follows Bouvier (2000) and assumes that this léxicalmake’ is, probably,
morphologically defectiveBouvier (2000: 6) compares long passive contexts in French and |@lmthe
assumption that passives in French require past participle agreement, Boopmses that French causative
participlefait is morphologically defective, lacking feminine and plural features and having only a default form.
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functional and the lexical versions of the same predicate implies possible consequences for
the semantics of the two verbs, ahg extension, for the two constructioinswhich they are
inserted. Rowlett (2007: 769) claims thataire is also compatible with a biclausal
configuration (see also Den Dikken & Longenecker 2004), in spite of not being able to take
infinitival complements with overt subjects (the IC configimat and hence (21) would be
grammatical, at least for some speakers, and it would argue in favour of a lexical version of
the causative verb. In this configuration the infinitival subject surfaces as an accusative clitic

and the complement can also hastwsative object clitics.

(21) Jeanla fait (ne pas) manger dateau.
JohnCL-F-3.SGACC makePRES3.SG NEG eatINF the cake
‘Jean makes her (not) eat the cake.’
[Rowlett 2007: 769French

The proposal of two causativiaire ‘make’ verbs in French is not new. Hyman &
Zimmer (1976), and, then, Cannings & Moody (1978), Dorel (1980) and Bailard (1982) have
previously noted that, in certain French dialects (e.g. LangdRdassillon region, Quebec
French), it is possible to find in causative constructions an accusiiive clitic alternation
with embedded transitive predicates, although this contrast is impossible with overt infinitival
subjectst® Hyman & Zimmer (1976: 194) compare (22b) with ¢22nd conclude that there

are two possibléire ‘make’ verbs that have two different meanings.

0] *Une jupe  aété fait faire (par Marie).
a skirtF bePAST-3.5G makePAST.PART makeINF (by Mary).
‘A skirt was caused to be made by Mary.’
(ii) Un pantalon a été fait faire.
a pamM bePAST-3.SGmakePAST.PART makeINF
‘Pants were caused to be made.’
(iii) Il a été fait faire une jupe (?par Marie).
there bePAST-3.5G makePAST.PART makeINF a skirt-F (by Mary).
‘A skirt was caused to be made.’

The contrast between (i) and (i) follows from the defectiveness of French gada@mé make’, which
does not license feminine and plural DPs in its specifier. The source of the ungrammaticalitis dhéi)
impossibility to agree with the participle. This problem does not arise if the object exhibiterifteohagically
unmarked seof features (i) or if the target of the object is filled by an impersonal expletive, as in (iii).
16 More recently, the monoclaushaiclausal contrast in French causative constructions is explored in Reed
(1992, 1996, 1999), Authier & Reed (199Baschuing & Desmets (2000). Reed (1999) also provides an
analysis for the behaviour of French perception weib‘see’ and permissive velilhisser‘let’ when they are
part of what she callsohesivgour RIC pattern) andoncohesivestructures (our IC pattermvhich are directly
linked to direct/indirect perception/causation readings.
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(22) French

a. J'ai fait manger des épinardsa Maurice.
| makePAST-1.SG  eatINF some spinach to Maurice
‘I made Maurice eatmnach.’

b. Je ai fait manger des épinards
| CL-M-3.SGACC makePAST-1.SG eatINF some spinach
‘I made him eat spinach.’

C. Je lui ai fait manger des  épirus.
| CL-M-3.SGDAT makePAST-1.SG eatINF some spinach

‘I made him eat spinach.’

In (22b) faire; is synonymous toforce, and the interpretation of the whole
configuration is that of direct causation. In (22aje, can translate akaveget and the
configuration would be associated with indirect causation. From a semantic point of view,
causation is a relation between two events (represented by the two predicates), a causing
event and a caused event, such that the realization of theviinst has a decisive influence
on bringing about the second (cf. Parsons 1990, Kemmer & Verhagen 1994, Pylkkanen
2002). The examples in (22) differ in how they codify certain aspects of this causal
relationship. More precisely, they differ in how diredihe first event is understood to have
occasioned the second. In addition, they also differ in the degree of control and responsability
they assign to each of the participants that take part in these events. Consequently, the action
of the subject in (22bjs seen as having determined the actions of the embedded subject
(Maurice or the ‘causee’, if | use the semantic notation) in a more direct manner than in the
example (22c).

Hyman & Zimmer (1976) point out that the accusative clitic indicates a lowelegre
autonomy/control or even lack of control on the part of the infinitival subject over the event
denoted by the subordinate predicate, and, as a result, the causer exercises direct causation
over the causee. On the contrary, the use of a dative alijigests that the causee has a
certain degree of control or autonomy over the caused event (see also Str6zeDdrg¥
1980, Enghels 2012bPorel (1980) makes the same claim: French has faie ‘make’
verbs that show these two different semantic dimo@ss in two different syntactic
configurations. The first one is a ‘clause union’ (monoclausal) configuration that would yield
the indirect causation interpretation and the second one is a direct object control (biclausal)

structure that gives the direausation reading.
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In the realm of Spanish causatives, Strozer (1976) proposesaiven‘make’ verbs
that also yield two different interpretations. She claims that the Case alternation we have seen
in (23) for French does not depend on the transitivitthe embedded predicate, but it rather
depends on the direct versus indirect causation (see also Trevifio 1992, 1994). Strozer
correlates the accusatrdative clitic alternation with two different semantics for the
causativehacer ‘make’. In (23a) hacer ‘make’ has aforzar ‘force’ reading expressed
syntactically through the use of accusative clitits ‘©im’) which implies the direct
causation interpretation, while in (23ljacer ‘make’ receives acausar ‘cause/have’

connotation, which is linked to the til@ Case and, as a resultnders an indirect causation

meaning.
(23) a. Patty {lo/*le} hio estudiar ala fuerza.
Patty CL-M-3.SGACC/DAT makePAST-3.SG studyINF  atthe force
‘Patty made him study bfprce.’
b. El perro {*lo/le} hizo tropezar.

the dog CL-M-3.SGACC/DAT makePAST-3.SG stumbleINF
‘The dog made him stumble.’
[Strozer 1976: 461Spanish

Strozer (1976) introduces in her analysis ano#iement that has consequences for
the interpretation of (23), namely the importance of agentivity in Spanish causatives. An
agentive subject constrains the infinitival subject to participate in the embedded event (that
can be compatible with adverbs suchbg forcg, and, therefore the embedded subject will
be assigned accusative Case, as in (23a). In contrast, in (23b) we havagemore matrix
subject that is not exerting force, control or influence on the embedded subject. The dative
Case reflectsin this sense, a high degree of autonomy on the part of the infinitival subject.
This is consonant with Kemmer & Verhagen's (1994) claim that accusative causees are
understood to be more affected by the actions of the matrix subject and have a lower degree
of autonomy, whereas dative causees are less affected and more autonomous.

| do notfully agree with the generaliion Strozer propose#s noted by Moore
(1996) and Campos (1999) and confirmed by our data, the majority of the native speakers
consulted (specifically norleista) do not show the sharp syntemantics distinctions
Strozer defends. For example, Campos (1999: 1544) claims that they prefer to use the direct

object cliticlo in both cases illustrated in (23). A similar example (24) | foundvshbat the
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logical subject of the embedded clauttee dog is clearly compatible with an accusative
clitic. Therefore, | wonder whether a certain type of causation obtains when a specific clitic is
used. Moreover, agentivity can be a condition for tiséirttition in (23) but it is important to
redefine this notion with respect to both the matrix subject and the embedded one, since

certain elements that are not [person/human] can be endowed with an agentive power.

(24) Spanish
La empleadadio un puntap al perro porquéa
the employeegive-PAST-3.5G a  kick to-the dog becaus®-F-3.SGACC
hizo tropezar.
makePAST-3.SG stumbleINF

‘The employee gave a kick to the dog becatisgade her stumble.’

Moore (1996) also concludes that he could not reproduce Strozer's claims in a
consistent way. He also draws attention to those contexts that are ambiguous with respect to
directand indirect causation amtpend on the analysgi/en to the causative constructions.
Strozer proposes thahd two readings in (23) are read off directtpm the different
structuresHacer ‘make’ with the interpretation diorzar ‘force’ is an direct object control
structure whose obiject (i.e., theemfintival subject) is always assigned accusative. This is a
threeplace argument structure and the objectsglscted’” On the other handacer‘make’
understood as eausar‘cause’ verb takes a clausal complement (i.e., it is a binary structure
resembling the ECM configuratig, a VP complement or a clausal complement in a indirect
object control pattertf In Strozer’s analysighese complements are always associated with a
postinfinitival subject with dative Case. Although Strozer is not diyecobncerned with
word order facts, her analysis clearly suggests that only preinfinitival subjects would exhibit
accusative Case. This, however, creates a confusing situation, mainly because examples such
as (25) with posinfinitival subjects can also gid direct causation as well as indirect
causation. Thushacer ‘make’ can mearforce in this configuration that is not a control

structure and the derived object would be @asnsed in accusative.

7 Recall that, along this study and predominantly in chapt&§ 2,4,1 argued that a control analysis for
infinitival constructions that involvhacerdejar verbs is unsuppted. Semantically, one can maintain that they
have control uses, but syntactically this claim is unfounded. See also footnote 46, chaptezf@refocas on
this matter.

'8 It has been claimed also for English causatives that, through its semaatiegbut alsolet) has control as
well as raising properties (cf. Mittwoch 1990, Cornilescu 2000:312).
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(25) Spanish
a. Hizo correr a Juan.
madePAST-3.5G runINF  DOM John
‘He made Juan run.’
b. Lo hizo correr.
CL-M-3.SGACC makePAST-3.SG rUrN-INF

‘He made him run.’

This can be a possible example of the ambiguity Mdws in mind when saying that
certain sentences can be open to more than one interpretation and “perhaps this ambiguity
figures into the inconsistent judgements shown by many speakers” (Moore 19961 188).
come back to these semantic considerations & 84here | analyse more contrasts linked to
the positioning of the infinitival subject.

As in the case ohacer ‘make’, Strozer (1976: 483) suggests two translations for
dejar ‘let’, correlated with two distinct interpretations. When this verb medlos/permitit
licenses dative clitics and has an indirect causation meaning. In the second caseldt has a
happernot interveneeading associated with the accusative in a direct causation pattern.

This double semantic paradigm is also observed by Engh&oegiest (2013) for
dejar-constructions with overt infinitival subjects. The examples are relevant to the extent
that the positioning of the infinitival subject proves to be related, again, to the polysemy of
dejar ‘let’. Enghels & Roegiest (2013: 54314) claim that (26) shows this correlation. In
(26a) the father the matrix subject, does not allothve child to watch his favourite TV
programme. In this examplket has the meaning @flow/permitauthoriseand the infinitival
subject (the derived ofgt) is understood as agentive. In (26b) the -pustitival subject
lacks responsibility for the embedded event and the subjesejaf ‘let’ exerts a stronger
sense of control over the embedded event and implicitly over the causee. In thdefase,
has the meaning @husar‘cause’ and enters the complex predicate pattern which, as a whole

(dejar ver‘let see’), can receive the interpretatiorsbbw

(26) a. [E]l padre  egoiga no deja al niflo ver Su programa
the father selfish not lePRES3.SGto-thechild seelNF his programme
preferidoy éste se logana preparanddée una merienda

favourite andhis one REFLit win-PRES1.SGpreparingto him a mehl
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‘The selfish father does not let the child watch favourite TV programme
andthis one earns it by preparing him a meal.’

b. [E]l padre egoista nodeja ver al niio su programa
the father selfish notlet-PRES.3SGeeINF to-thechild his programme
preferido
favourite
‘The selfish father does not let the child watch his favourite TV programme.’

[adapted from Enghels & Roegiest 2013: 53@3anish

Enghels & Roegiest (2013: 513) maintain tkhajar ‘let’ has a complex argument
structure and bring this verb closer to the lexical category of control verbs. They propose that
in (26a)dejar ‘let’ behaves like a control verb, while in (268¢jar ‘let’ is a semiauxiliary
that, together with the imitive, functions as one ditransitive lexical verb. In this
configuration the matrix subject uses its coercive power to convert the infinitival subject into
a benefactive. Notice that Enghels & Roegiest (2013) associate the RIC structure with a
totally dfferent interpretation than Strozer (1976). If the infinitival subject is interpreted as a
benefactive it would be marked with dative Case. Recall that, for Strozer, the dative reflects a
higher degree of autonomy on the part of the infinitival subject.

To show some scepticism with respect to the interpretation of the data above, | would
say that these differences are subtle and frequently subject to the speakers’ judgements and
preferenceslt is not clearin which measure we can speak of two verizkeor let (or even
two verbsseéhear, as maintained by Rowlett 2007). One challenge is to state whether the
lexicon contains two (or more) entries of these verbs, or whether they acquire different uses
in different structures they are inserted. Another ehnai is to demonstrate syntactically that
a certain structure is associated with a certain matrix verb or a certain interpretation given to
the matrix verb. To some extent, the semantic contrasts presented above are ascribed to the
semantic properties ofi¢ matrix verb. These are obtained from a lexigattional variation
of the matrix verb (cf. Folli & Harley 2007, Rowlett 2007, Torrego 2010) or due to the
meanings the same verb has depending on the context, whether it belongs to IC or RIC
derivations ¢f. Hyman & Zimmer 1976, Strozer 1976, Dorel 1980, Reed 1H8ghels &
Roegiest 2018

A preliminary conclusion | draw from the proposals above is that the matrix
predicates seem to have different semantics dependent on the IC or RIC patterns in which

they are inserted.Thus, on the one hand, in IC structures, the causative verbs have either
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control uses or raising uses, in a biclausal configuration. They are claimed to have more
lexical content and agentive properties. As a result, they transldtecasmake allow or
permit On the other hand, in RIC structures, the same proposals argue that these predicates
are not fully thematic lexical verbs. They take infinitival complements that are- base
generated VPs, in monoclausal configurations. They tr@nslatause get or have This
situation resembles the lofasting opposition between main and light verbs in similar
patterns.

Since their uses are linked to the positioning and expression of the infinitival subject,
a legitimate question to be askednisat happens semantically in those languages (Catalan,
French, and Italian) that only have RIC configurations with-pdstitival subjects. What is
the proper interpretation of the matrix verb, as well as the interpretation of the entire
construction? A | have emphasised above for Spanish, contexts such as (27) tend to be
ambiguouswith respect to the direct/indirect interpretatitmboth cases Frendhire ‘make’
and Catalarfer ‘make’ meanmakéforce (in a direct causation pattern) getcause(in an

indirect causation context).

(27) French
a. J'ai fait manger des épinards a Maurice.
| makePAST-1.SG eatINF some spinach to Maurice

‘I made Maurice eat spinach.’

Catalan
b. Hem fet cantar els nens
makePRES.PERA.PL SiNgINF the  children

‘We have made the children sing.’

In a similar vein, Trevifio (1994) and Vivanco (2015) maintain that there are two

possible readings in a Spanish causative structure like (28).

(28) Victor hizo trabajar a Sara.
Victor makePAST-3.SG work-INF DOM Sara
‘Victor made Sara work.’
[Vivanco 2015: 348Spanish

In one interpretation, (28) has an obligation readlray gbligé/forzé a trabajarHe

compelled/forced herotwork’). The second interpretation is a case of indirect causation
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(Causé indirectamente que ella trabajattde indirectly caused that she worked’). This is
consonant what | have pointed out when | criticised Strozer’s semantic model.

Given all these fas, another legitimate question is whether one obtains the same
identical interpretations in IC and RIC configurations which contain overt subjects as in IC
and RIC configurations that contain clitics.

The observations from the present section corrobongtaccount that the key to the
understanding of these differences is not to be found in the monodtacisalsal contrast.

They do not necessarily rely on the clause size in the subordinate domain.

| believe that the semantics of the matrix verb shoeldahalysed compositionally
taking into account various factors, with special focughmse syntactic aspects that have
semantic effectsMy claim is that the entire construction is relevant when determining the
meaning of the matrix verb. Factors that nra@juence, apart from the nature of the matrix
predicate, are the (event) type of embedded verb and the distribution of the infinitival subject.
In addition, the semantic features of the central arguments (mainly those of the matrix and the

embedded sub@s) are also aspects that should be considered.
4.1.2. Spanishhacer‘make’: lexical or functional?

One might attempt to avoid the problem of speculating about the distinct uses of the matrix
verb by proposing that their semantic content is somelwolified in the syntactic structure

of the verb. This is the work undertaken by Folli & Harley (2007) who argue that a good deal
of the differences found in the Italian causative construction follow from the interaction of
the meanings attached to particugyntactic structures and the encyclopaedic content and
lexical specifications on the roots themselves. Remember that, in chapter 1, 83.3., |
introduced the specifics of their analysis, especially the discussion on the different flavours of
It. fare ‘make. The authors try to demonstrate tlfiate ‘make’ may occur in two versions: a
functionalvcause head (usually found in FI causatives) and a lexical, agewsyéfound in

FP constructions)? The aspect that interests me and | will repeat it here refate syntax

of this causative verb when it embeds transitive and unergative infinitives in RIC

constructions (the only possible configuration in Itali@olli & Harley (2007) claim that,

% See also Tubino (2011: 2281) who draws heavily on F&H's (2007) and claims that Spdmaser'make’

can be the morphological realization of twistihct verba heads. It may be a lexical verb associated with a root
HAC- in FP in Spanish, while in Fl it acts like a functional vegRu¥e

% Recall that Folli & Harley (2007) propose that causative constructions with embedded unaccusatiats a
instances of FI but of FP passives.
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in these cases, the vefdre ‘make’ is a functional/cause thattakes avP complement headed
by avpbo whose subject is an agent.

Spanishhacer‘make’ provides a nice case study of the lexicaictional variation
mainly because it easily enters both IC and RIC configurations. Building on Folli & Harley
(2007), Torreg (2010) examines the distribution of the infinitival subject and its relation
with the matrix domain (mainly the causative verb and its subject). Her ainliik tGase
patterns of dativeasemarked objects to the nature of the causative verb, andttogliish
betweeroistaand norloistavariants of Spanish as well.

Torrego (2010) identifies two causative structures that would correspond to two
different hacer ‘make’ verbs. The contrast with which she starts her analysis is the one in
(29) and focuss on the description and analysis of (29a) which illustrates-8#efded DP

in a preinfinitival position and no clitic doubling.

(29) a. La entrenadora hizo a la atleta repetir egjercicio.
the traine makeAST-3.SG to the athlete repealF the exercise
b. La entrenadora (le) hizo repetir el  ejercicio
the trainer dL-F-3.SGDAT) makePAST-3SG repeatiNF the exrrcise
a la atleta.

to the athlete
‘The trainer made the athlete repeat the exercise.’
[adapted from Torrego 2010: 448panish

Torrego (2010) correlates the presence of a preinfinitival subject in (29a) with a
lexical hacer ‘make’. Following Folli & Harley (2007), she claims that the causative verb
needs to have an agent as external argument when it occurs with a preinfinitival subject. Folli
& Harley (2007) observe, for Italian, that functiofale ‘make’ does not impose selectional
restrictions on its external argument, so the causers may be both agents and causes, while
lexical fare ‘make’ only allows agents as causers. Torrego (2010: 449) claims that in the
preinfinitival order of the causative complement, as in FP causatives &waossnce, the
external argument dfacer‘make’ must be an agent. Therefore, according to Torrego, if the
external argument dfacer‘make’ is not an agent but a cause, this determinéaritiedness
(30).
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(30) a. 7?7La recesion hahecho a la atleta perder el trabajo.
the recession makeRES.PERRB.SG to the athlete loseF the job
‘Recession has made the athlete lose her job.’
b. 7??Su buenaforma ha hecho a la atleta ganar a lcarrera.
her good shapenakePRES.PERB.SGto the athlete wHNF the race

‘Her good shape has made the athlete win the race.’

Torrego also maintains that the pasinitival order does not exhibit this constraint

and (31) is perfetlly grammatical.

(31) a. La recession le ha hecho perder el trabajo
the recessiogL-F-3.SGDAT makePRES.PERR.SG loseINF the job
a la atleta.
to the  athlete
‘Recession has made the athl&ise her job.’
b. Su buena formée ha hecho ganar la carrera
her good shap&L-F-3.SGDAT makePRES.PERR.SG win-INF the race
a la atleta.
to the  athlete
‘Her good shape has made the athletn the race.’
[Torrego 2010: 449G panish

In conclusion, in a construction based on the lexical versionacér ‘make’, the
subject of the causative verb must be animate and agentive, and the preinfinitival subject (i.e.,
the causee) too should beiraate and agentive and marked by the (dative) preposition ‘a’. To
this cluster of properties, Torrego adds the mention that no (dative) clitic doubling is possible.
She claims that these features would correspond to the patterns found in loista didlects a
explicitly states that (32a) is a construction attested only in these didl@cisego suggests
that loista dialects treat the preinfinitival subject DP as an accusative object because it is
assigned structural Case by the lexitater'make’, althowgh it is inherently a dative. Thus,

the preinfinitival subject is able to occur as an accusative clitic, as in (32b).

21n lofsta dialects, a dative DP occurs in the accusative when it cliticises.
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(32) Spanish

a. El sargento hizo a su subordinado arreglar el camion.
the sergeantmakePAST-3.5Gto his subordinate fiMNF the truck
‘The sergeant made his subordinate fix the truck.’

b. El sargento lo hizo arreglar el camion.
thesergeant CL-M-3.SGACC makePAST-3.SG fix-INF  the truck
‘The sergeant made him fix the truck.’

[adapted from Torrego 2010: 447]

Torrego (2010: 460) states that “the dative morphology of lexical datives does not
suffice to Casdicense the dative causee, and therefore datives behave like accusatives with
dative morphology- they are quirky”. The infinitival subject receives, thus, structural Case.

In agreement with Folli & Harley, lexicdlacer ‘make’ is avpo. She proposes thdhe
causative complement contains an Appl(icative)P, by analogy ®phnish agentive
predicates (e.gcontratar a alguien‘hire someone’) and that they are hidden ditransitives
(dar a alguien un contrattgive a contract to someone’) involving an AppbldeThe source

of the animacy feature and the dative morphology on the preinfinitival subject is the ApplP.

Torrego (2010: 458) proposes the structure in (33) for the lexical causateemake’.

(33) Torrego’s lexical ‘hacer’

VP
WO
Vhacer
g
Vbo .
ApplIP
DP Appl’
Appl VP
5

[adapted from Torrego 2010: 458]

In this representation, the infinitival subject is inherently Gaseked by the Appl,
but structurally Casécensed in the accusative within the matrix domainvihacer The
Appl head is possibly a high Appl, andetefore a strong phase (cf. McGinnis 2004), that

would prevent complex predicate formation orréBtructuring of the embedded infinitive
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(cf. Torrego 2010: 464). The second structure that Torrego (2010) discusses is the causative
construction with a dates clitic doubling (34). This structure involves a functiohaker

‘make’, and is based on Ippolito’s (2000) proposal.

(34) Torrego’s functional ‘hacer’
3
Vhacer App|P
3

dative Appl
(clitic) 3
Appl vP
3

The causee in this causative construction is expressed with a dative (doubling) clitic
and the DP causee can be omitted. The dative clitic bears inherent Case.

Torrego pholds that the presence of the dative cligc cancels the agentive
restriction on the matrix subject in the construction with preinfinitival order in causative
constructions. Hence, the structures in (30) above become grammatical even if the matrix
subpgct is noragentive (35). She concludes that this structure is found in all Spanish dialects

(therefore, including loista dialects), as well as in French and lItalian.

(35 a. La recesion le ha hecho (a la atleta)
the  recessionCL-M-3.SGDAT  makePRES.PERRB.SG to the athlete
perder el trabajo.
loseINF the job
‘Recession has made the athlete lose her job.’

b. Su buenaforma le ha hecho (a la atleta)
her good sh@e CL-M-3.SGDAT makePRES.PERR.SG to the athlete
ganar la carrera.
win-INF the race
‘Her good shape has made the athlete win the race.’

[Torrego 2010: 465Spanish

To recap, Torrego’s analysis proposes that whaoer ‘make’ is functional, the

infinitival subject always requires the presence of a dative clitic to double it when the matrix
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subject is not agentive. In addition, the clitic realization is always dative when the infinitival
subject DP is not lexically expressed. The rthé86) below summarises Torrego’s

conclusions on the two causative constructions:

(36) Torrego’s (2010) two causative constructions

a. Lexicalhacerconstruction b. Functionahacerconstruction

La entrenadora hizo a la atleta repetir |eLa entrenadora/Su buena forma le hizo (a |a

ejercicio. atleta) repetir el ejercicio (a la atleta).

‘The trainer made the athlete repetde | ‘The trainer/Her good form made the athlete

exercise.’ win the race.’

o attested inoistadialects o attested in all Spanish dk&ts (oista
included)

o the infinitival subject occurs preverbally,o the infinitival subject is (always?) doubled

but it is never doubled by a clitic by a dative clitic

o When it cliticises, it takes the form of an

accusative clitic

There are ceria aspects of Torrego’s proposal that are controversial. Setting aside,
for the moment, the issue of how Torrego implements the derivations of two causative
constructions (see chapter 4, §2.1.4. where | argue against the applicative analysis), | want to
review some of her empirical arguments that are, in the end, crucial for her analysis.

First, it is no clear whether Torrego associates the lekiaegr‘make’ exclusively
with the occurrence of a preinfinitival subject. If, at the beginning of the arttie
specifically says that “the central question we need to address is why the preinfinitival
position of the causee correlates with the structure in wiacleris a lexical verb” (p.450),
Torrego concludes the paper by stating that “wihawcer is a furctional head [...], a
preinfinitival DP causee requires a dative doubling clitic.”

Unfortunately, Torrego’s conclusions undermine her own analysis. The thesis she puts
forward is that the preinfinitival subject position is special and linked to a cefatactic
structure. The pieces of information in (36) show an apparently ambiguous situation: both
lexical hacerand functionahacerallow for the same word order patterns. Presumably, the
presence/aence of the dative clitishould make a differee, but | dare to say this is just a
syntactic artifice. As | show below, it is not true that the dative clitic is always present or
related to the functiondlacer construction. Another way to look at Torrego’s analysis is

that, in the functionahacer construction, the position of the embedded subject is not
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relevant. Torrego (2010: 446) considers that word order is not a matter of syntax, but of
linearization at SpelDut. However, her statement obviously does not apply to the lexical
hacerconstructionMy confusion also comes from the fact that she maintains that the (36b)
construction is identical with the one found in French and Italian, but these languages totally
lack the preinfinitival subject position. Therefore, | conclude that, probably, Toh&gan

mind two different word orders for the (36b) configuration that are based on the same
derivation and do not have any syntactic or semantic effects (although the preinfinitival
position should be special and have a different semantics). Howewershbuld have
consequences for her analysis. If the infinitival subject occurs in a preverbal position, it is
found in a structural Case position, but Torrego claims that in (36b) the infinitival subject DP
bears dative Case, a typical inherent Caseu# gfives rise to a contradictory situation.

It is even more difficult to understand the two structures Torrego proposes when they
involve clitics. If transitive complements are more complex, what happens when the
complements contain intransitive verbs ias(37)? The default clitic for this case is an
accusative clitic (irrespective of the prar postinfinitival position of the subject) and the
dative clitic is assumed to ketrait of dialectal variation (specific to leismo contexfs).
According to Torreg’'s analysishacer‘make’ would be lexical in (37a), but functional in
(37b). In the absence of substantial evidence that would support this claim, | am inclined to

say that Torrego’s assumption is just a theoretical postulation.

(37) Spanish

a. Lo hizo reir/ caer.
CL-M-3.SGACC makePAST-3.SG laugh/ fall-INF

b. Le hizo reir/ caer.
CL-M-3.SGDAT makePAST-3.SG laugh/ fall-INF

‘S/he made him laugh/fall.’

Another problem raised by Ti@go’'s analysis refers to the observation that the
functional hacercausative construction “crucially involves a dative clitic causee” (p.466).
This is, however, not true. Dative clitics can double or not the infinitival subject. The clitic is
not obligaory (cf. Tubino 2011: 215).

22 | eismo is known as the extension of the dative ditito contexts where etymologically one would expect
the accusative clitic® (mascuine) or la (feminine) (cf. FerendezOrddfiez 1993, 1999).
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(38) a. (Le) hice llorar a Juan.
(CL-M-3.SGDAT) makePAST-1.SG Cry-INF poM John
‘I made Juan cry.’
b. (Le) hice vender el cochea Juan.
(CL-M-3.SGDAT) makePAST-1.SG selFINF the car to John
‘I made Juan sell his car.’
[Tubino 2011: 218216, Spanish

Moreover, the matrix subject can be ragentive and, although the preinfinitival
subject is animate and agentive, there isdadive clitic doubling. Remember that in
Torrego’s analysis, when the matrix subject is nonagentive, dative clitics are compulsory.
They would always double the infinitival subject. Torrego’s (2010) claims are strongly
contradicted by Spanish data drawanfr Peninsular dialects, but also from Central/South

American languages.

(39) Peninsular Spanish

a. [E]s esa sensacion indescriptiple] que hizo a hombres
is that sensation indescribable tmabke PAST-3.SG to men
como Jensen arriesgar sus vidas.
like Jensen risk-INF their lives

‘It is that unusual feeling that made men like Jensen risk their lives.’
b. [UIn golpe que hizo a Santiago volver a un lado

a punch that makeST3.SG DOM Jacob  turnINF to a side

la cara.

the face

‘A punch that made Santiago turn his face to the other side.’

C. Es unaespranza que ha hecho a muchagente
is a hope that makePRES.PERRB.SGtO many people
recuperar la ilusion.

recoverINF  the ilusion

‘It is a hope that made many people recover their illusion.’
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(40) Latin American Spanish

a. [E]l vino hizo a Rmon olvidarse hasta del tiempo.
the wine makePAST-3.SG DOM Ramon forgeREFL-INF even ofthe time
‘The wine made Ramon forget even the time.’

b. La eleccién de estos dos volimenes hizo a Odiseo
the choice of these two volums makasT3.SG DOM Odyssee
reflexionar.
meditateINF

‘The choice of these twoolums made Odiseo meditate.’

C. Esa grandeza monetaria hizo a sus marqueses
that richness economic mak@AST-3.SG DOM his  marquises
resistir hasta el altimo momento.
resistINF until  the last moment

‘That economic richness made his mases resist until the very last momient

The data in (41) also chatige a property that Targo (2010: 450) links to the lexical
hacer‘make’. There are cases when the infinitival subjects can be doubled in the preverbal
position, by an accusative clitic (especially in Latin American Spanish). The fact that they are
really datives in disguise 3ot clear either, since they can be doubled by accusative clitics.
This observation also weakens her applicative analysis in which the embedded subject is

inherently Casenarked by the Appl.

(41) a. Fue sin duda su aliemt@l calor natural de su belleza,

be-PAST-3.SGwithout doubt her breathr the heat natural of her beauty

lo que lo hizo a él girarse y
what that CL-M-3.SGACC makePAST-3.SGDOM he turn-INF- REF and
abrazarla.

hugINF-CL-F-3.SGACC
‘It was without any doubt her breath or the natinesdt of her beauty that
madehim turn around and hug her.’
[CREA: Cifuentes, E. 198 Guatemalan Spanigh
b. Parece que es lo hizo a él reaccionar
SeemPRES3SG that thatCL-M-3.SGACC makePAST DOM he reactiNF

‘It seems that that made him react.’
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[CREA: Oral, Venezuela]
C. [L]a extrafia fuerza quelos hacia a ellos dos
the strange force thatL-M-3.PLACC make MPERFR3.SG to them two
digerir los dolores sin cambiar la conducta
endureiNF  the painrPL without changelINF  the behaviour
‘The strange force that made the two of them enthegain without any
changein their behaviour.’
[CREA: Elizondo Elizondo, R. 198 Mexican Spanigh

Torrego (2010: 452) also claims that an inanimate is altogether banngte in

preinfinitival order, with or without dative morphology.

(42) a. Hice funcionar la radio (a base de golpes).
makePAST-1.SG work-INF the radio (on basis of kicks)

b. *Hice (a) la radio funcionar & base de golpes).
makePAST-1.SG DOM the radio work-INF (on basis of kicks)

‘| got the radio to work (by hitting it).’

On the contrary, other linguists show that both animate and inanimate DPs can occupy
a preinfinitival position, provide that this DPs isa-marked (see Trevino 1994, Ordoéfiez
2008, Tubino 2011; 2012, Ormazabal & Romero 2013a). Trevifio (1994) and Ordofiez (2008)
suggest that the occurrence of the prepositois clearly due to thénacerverb which
imposes it on the preinfitival position, be it an animate or an inanimate DP (see also
Ordofiez & Saab 2018).

(43) a. Hizo al agua salir por la ventana.
makePAST-3.SG  DOM-the water go ouNF through the window
‘S/he gd the water come out through the window.’
b. Hizo a las parededel templo producir vocesde espanto.
makePAST DOM thewalls of-thetemple produceNF voices of scare
‘S/he got the walls of the temple producarng voices.’
[Trevifio 1994: 119Spanish

Moreover, Tubino (2011: 257) observes that this position improves if a dative clitic

doubles the DP causee:
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(449 Le he hecho a la radio emitir programas
CL-3.SGDAT makePRES.PERRB.SGDOM the radiobroadcasiNF programmes
dia y noche.
day and night

‘| got the radio broadcast programmes night and day.’

In the light of all these facts, | conclude that in Torrego’s analysie thre important
discrepancies between her theoretical postulations and my empirical findings. This strongly
suggests that, on the one hand, the lexigattional treatment of the Spanish hacer ‘make’
cannot be right, and, on the other, the applicathadysis falls short of accounting for crucial

aspects of the Spanish causative construction.

4.2. The subject of the infinitive

In this section | want to investigate the measure in which the distribution of the infinitival
subject is an indication othé difference in the complementation and, implicitly, in the
analysis of the IC and RIC constructions. The presence of theinfiogtval has been
associated with a reduced complement, while the preinfinitival subject has been claimed to
signal a more aoplex structure (see Rosen 1992, Guasti 1993, Maier 1994, Labelle 1996,
Moore 1996, Reed 1999, Rowlett 2007, Torrego 2010, a.0.). In the following lines | aim at
showing that the positioning of the embedded subject can be determined by other factors
besids the size of the complement. | chiefly examine the ingredients that are involved in the
interpretation of the two constructions, especially the semantic features of the infinitival
subject and the nature of the embedded verb.

In chapter 2 | have listedhé main factors that favour the uses of one structure to the
detriment of the other, and thefsetors referred, among others, to the syntactic processing,
stylistic devices or other discoursslated rulesApart from the study already undertaken and
the contexts already mentioned (see chapter 2, 82.3.) | want to explore in more detail the
distribution of the embedded subject and its semantic implications.

The IC construction with a preinfinitival subject is said to render an interpretation that
is divergent from that provided by a reduced construction with a-ipbsitival subject.

Kayne (1975) was among the first to claim this when studying the variation between IC and
RIC with Frenchlaisser‘let’ and voir ‘see’, verls that allow both configurationKayne

(1975: 232) points out that (45) are not synonymous and differ in meaning.
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(45) French

a. Le gardien a laissé le prisonnier s’ echapper.
the guard let-PAST-3.SG the  prisoner REFL escapeNF

b. Le gardien a lassé s’ echapper le prisonnier.
the guard let-PAST-3.SG REFL escapeNF the  prisoner

‘The guard let the prisoner escape.’

Kayne finds in the first construction (45a) a degree of intentionality on the part of the
matrix subjec(the guard, which is absent in the second structure.

In the case of the perception verb (46), the nonsynonymy refers to the fact that (46a)
appears to involve a stronger sense of visual perceptideamithan does the second (46b)
which places emphasisather upon the activity than on the embedded subject. Kayne
concludes thaleanin (46a) is interpreted as the direct object as the matrix verb, whereas in

(46b) the entire embedded clause is considered the complement of the perception verb.

(46) Frend
a. J'ai vu Jean faire des betises.
| SeePAST1.SG John makeINF some silly things
b. J'ai vu faire des Dbetises a Jean.
| SeePAST1.SG makeINF some silly things to John

‘| saw Jean do silly things.’

In the following lines I investigate the parameters that determine the relation between
the nature of the main subject as well as that of the embedded one, and their relation with

respect to the infinitive verb and, more generatithe embedded event.

4.2.1. A semantic characterigtion of the infinitival subject and its relation with

the embedded event

Various authors point out that the position the embedded subject fills in IC and RIC has
certain consequences for the mpietation of the embedded event (see Treviiio 1994, Achard
2001, Soares da Silva 2012, Enghels & Roegiest 2013). According to Achard (1998, 2001)
the target of the causative verb is not the same in the two structures. For example, in IC the

target is the einfinitival subject, a particular entity that is coerced into performing an
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activity, whereas in RIC the target is the whole event, made of the matrix and the embedded
event in a kind of complex event.

This complex event is, in part, due to the bindfagce of the causative verb (cf.
Givon 1980, Langacker 1991). Givon (1980: 334) establishes a direct connection between the
semantic and syntactic dimensions of complementation and proposes that “the stronger is the
semantic bond between the two everits,more extensive will be the syntactic integration of
the two clauses into a single though complex clause”. For that reason, a clause integration
(‘clause union’) strategy has direct consequences for an ‘event integration’. This event
integration highly épends on the semantic properties of the main verb and its argument
structure. Due to their selectional properties, perception verbs instantiate the weakest bond,
whereas causative verbs exemplify the strongest bond with the embedded domain.

There are, haever, other factors that determine the two patterns. Givon (1980)
claims that there are two semantic parameters which operate to measure the notion of
incorporation or complex predicate formation. One is concerned with the degree of control
and agentivityfrom the part of the matrix subject over the embedded event. It seems that a
high degree of control from the matrix subject entails a lower degree of autonomy of the
subordinate event, and consequently, incorporation is more frequent in these cas#é®rThe o
parameter is the independence of the embedded event with respect to the matrix event. | am
going to define and describe these notions below.

As maintained by Achard (1998: 101), who follows considerably Givén (1980, 1990),
the causativdaire ‘make’ is a perfect candidate for the reduced infinitival construction
“because the responsibility of the subject for the occurrence of the complement process gives
the main verb the highest possible level of binding strength toward the subordinate process
and trerefore provides the closest possible bond between the two verbs”. In other words, the
event realized by the infinitive verb is tightly connected to the matrix predicate whose subject
is in charge of producing the embedded process, which is directly ohdycthe subject of
the main verb. The responsibility of the matrix subject is another way of addressing what
Givén understands by ‘control of the matrix subject’. This is one of the main properties of the
matrix subject that makes it directly responsiolethe realizing of the subordinate procéss.

% More recently, Baschung & Desmets (2000) propose the distinction between strong and loose dtwetrol in
two configurations, RIC and IC, respectively, referring at the control exercised by thesub@ct over the
infinitival subject.
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Another parameter worth mentioning is the animacy of both the matrix and the
embedded subject. Unlike the subjects of perception verbs, the subject of the causative verb
can be [+ animate] and, semanticalligis fact allows forinterpretations that exceetie
semantics of the subject DP and has consequences for the entire structure. Torrego (1998)
claims that the distribution of thegs or postinfinitival subjectis not a neutral choice and
that the @amples(47) carry different meanings. In (47a) the matrix subject is interpreted as a

cause, whereas in (47b) it is an agent.

47) a. El profesor hizo pensar a Juan.
the  teacher makePAST-3.SG think-INF DOM John

b. El profesor hizo a Juan pensar.

the  teacher makePAST-3.SG DOM John  thinkiNF

‘The teacher made Juan think.’
[Torrego 1998: 107Spanish

This does not seem to be completely true. Cano (1981: 247) shows thia, whi
inanimate subjects in causative constructions are interpreted as ‘causes’, [human] subjects
oscillate between an agentive and a causal interpretation. An agentive subject expresses a
coercion meaning, whereas a cause subject produces a situation tamigluim (48), Juan
can be an agent or a cause: “puede entenderse como que provoco tal situacién a consciencia,
o simplemente que tal situacion fue una consecuencia no busdmtae that in this

example the embedded subject is goBhitival.

(48) Juan hizo llorar a su madre.
John makePAST-3.SG cry-INF DOM his  mother
‘Juan made his mother cry.’
[Cano 1981: 247Spanish

Cano (1981) also highlights the role of the embedded verb in the interpretation of the
participants in the causative construction claims that a matrix subject would always receive a

cause interpretation with a verb likambiar‘change’, be it [human] or not.

(49) a. Juan me hizo cambiar de traje.
John CL-1.SGDAT makePAST-3.SG changeiNF of suit

‘Juan made me change my suit.’
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b. Las insinuaciones dduan hicieron cambiar de vestido a Maria.
the innuerdoes of John makePAST-3.PL changeNF of dress to Mary
‘Juan’s innuendcemade Mary change her dress.’

[Cano 1981: 249G panish

Agents, however, are not only human DPs, but, in fact, animate DPs (cf. Trevifio
1994, Rodriguez Espifieira 200@nimate causes, for example, are prototypically agentive
and they can be part of thé constructionAn agent is usually characterised as [+animate]
and [+control]. | understand control in terms of agentivity or intentionality, a concept that
involves conscious and deliberate actibchard (1998: 98) notes thdie more agentive
the caisee is with respect to the infinitival process, the more difficidt b construe it as a
mere object with respect to the matrix domain, tm it is more difficult to occur in an RIC
construction. The RIC pattern is associated with subjects thabaprototypically agentive.
Infinitival subjects are more objetike given the influence that the matrix event has on the
embedded one. Therefore inanimate causees are expected to be found in this reduced
construction (cf. Achard 1998, 2001). RIC coustions encode a low degree of
agentivity/intentionality on the part of the infinitival subject, whereas IC configurations are
characterised by a highly agentive subject (see also Reed 1999).

When the subject of the causative verb is inanimate, an ihdnesation reading is
preferred (cf. Treviio 1994, Roegiest & Enghels 2008, Vivanco 2015). A direct causation
reading would presuppose that the matrix subject forces or compels the embedded subject to
do something and this meaning is achieved only ib@edonditions are obeyed. One of them
is that both the matrix and the subordinate subjects be agentive. To obtain an obligation effect
(cf. Alsina 1992, Guasti 1993, Ippolito 2000), the subjects of bwkeand the embedded
verb should be [+animate] afidlagentive].

If the verb is an unaccusative, the subject is an internal arguandnit is interpreted
as a ptent. Therefore with embedded unaccusatives, the reading is that of mediated/indirect
causation because the embedded subject is conceiveithexrse not as an agent. Moreover,
if the embedded subject is inarate, it is interpreted as at@mt of the complex predicate,
not as an agent or cause. This animacy criterion could explain the contrast in (50)where

handkerchiebr the papersare na felicitous in a preinfinitival position.

2 Givén (1980: 341) defines this semantic dimension of the causative construction like this: “thelansén
agent imposes his/her will over the manipulee, who thus displays less control, less choicegpesseinck of
action. Such a manipulee is thus more patii&at less agenlike”.
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(50) a. *El  viento hizo los papeles volar.
the wind mak®AST-3.SG the papers fly-INF
b. El viento hizo volar los papeles.
the wind make-PAST-3.SG fly-INF the papers
‘The wind made the papers fly.’
(51) a. *Maria dejo Su pafiuelo caer.
Mary let-PAST-3.SG her  handkerchief fall-INF
b. Maria dejo caer su pafiuelo.
Mary let-PAST-3.SG fall-INF her  handkerchief

‘Maria let her handkerchief fall (to the ground).’

[M. L. Hernanz, p.c.Spanish

There is a last comment on the animacy parameter | want to make. Achard (1998,
2001) claims that the difference in the degree of agentivity ahthetival subject lies at the
core of the difference in the two patterns analysed in this study. In the case of causative
laisser ‘let’, if its subject is construed as agentive enough to be a valid source for the
infinitival process, the embedded prosesn have some degree of independence from the
causing event. If it is not, the caused event is incorporated into a complex event, and the
causee is interpreted as the object of the complex verb (cf. Achard 2001: 132). Just to
illustrate this claim, conder (52) below. In these examplelg, feu‘the fire’ is inanimate, but
it is not a patient. It has greater potential for generating the process in the complement and,

therefore, it can easily be used in an IC configuration.

(52) a. J'ai laissé braler le feu jusqu’ al aube.
| let-PAST-3.SG burnINF the fire until tothe dawn

b. J'ai laissé le feu  braler jusqu’ a I' aube

| let-PAST-3.SG the fire  burniINF until  tothe dawn

‘| let the fire burn until dawn.’
[Achard 1998: 106French

Folli & Harley (2008) who also consider the effects of animacy in external argument
position show thathe source of the animacy effect has its origin in the notion of teleological
capability. Teleologicatapability is defined as “the inherent qualities and abilities of the

entity to participate in the eventuality denoted by the predicate: (cf. Folli & Harley 2008:
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191). If inanimate entities are teleologically capable of producing the activity described by
the predicate then they can be true agents and hence they can initiate events.

Soares da Silva (2004: 594) makes a similar observationafinrate causees are
conceptualed as sources of energy of the event expressed by the infinitive, they can occupy

the preinfinitival position.

(53) European Portuguese
Fez a bola (ganhaalturae) passar @  cima de guardaredes
makePAST-3.SGtheball (gain heightand) passNF throughtop of goalkeeper
‘He madethe ball (gain height and) pass over the goalkeeper.’

The examples above have received a slightly different explanation using another
concept. Enghels (2007: 48) adds a new parameter to the list and proposes that the dynamism
of both the subjects and tieenbedded events should be taken into account. She holds that
agentive entities and dynamic ones distinguish themselves with respect to the animacy
criterion. An agentive entity is necessarily animate, but a dynamic one can also be
inanimate® The inanima¢ category can contain dynamic entities (e.g., cars, machines,
computers, natural forces). An entity is dynamic when it is able to directly cause a mental or
physical change of state. An entity is agentive when it causes, directly and intentionally, a
charge of state of which it is responsible, and when it controls the event. Enghels claims that
dynamic DPs are easily placed preinfinitivally when they are conceived as real subjeets. Non
dynamic DPs, on the other hand, are used-pdisitivally, and they ae conceived as objects
of a complex predicate.

Dynamism inEnghels’ theory is obtained compositionally, in the structure, and it is

not an inherent property of the DPs (cf. Enghels 2007: 200):

[L]e trait [tanimé] ne peut pas étre directement coradi dynamicité. Le [+ animé] dénote
une propriété inhérente d’'une entité alors que le caractére [+ dynamique] est plutét une

propriété apportée au SN [i.eyntagme nominatEC] par son employ dans la phr&Se.

% Enghels (2007: 48): “[L]es entités agentive et les entités dynamiques se distinguent uniquerappbpiaau

trait [+tanimé]: une entité agentive est nécessairement animéentité dynamique peut aussi étre inanimée”
(The agentive and dynamic entities distinguish themselves from one another only with respdeiaiurtege ]

feature: an agentive entity is necessarily animate, a dynamic entity can also be inartienadation mine,

EC).

% The panimate] feature cannot be directly related to that of dynamism. The [+animate] feature denotes an
inherent property of an entity, while the [tdynamic] character is mainly a property assigned\i® treen
inserted in a phrase
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Abstract (e.g.independengeand nordynamic (e.g.,house table) nouns are not
normally found in dynamic contexts. There are, however, some exceptions. Enghels &
Roegiest (2013)in a corpus study on causatives with Spaulisjar ‘let’, show that even a
abstract nouns can be usedipfigitivally and construed as sources of energy, mainly due to
the properties of the embedded verb. The preverbal position is correlated with a higher degree
of dynamism, but the infinitive can also be dynamic, as in (54). Thus, transitive or unergative

verbs faour a preinfinitival position of the subject.

(54) [Dleja a la voluntad seqguir su juego.
let-PRES3.SG DOM the  will follow-INF its game
‘Let the will follow its game.’
[Enghels & Roegiest 2013:513panish

This claim brings me to the second parameter | want to draw special attention to. The
role of the embedded verb is another aspect that should not be neglected when analysing
causative and perception verb constructions. In the realm of Spanish perception verb
constructions, Enghels (2007: 224) contends that there is a correlation between the semantic
nature of the infinitival subject and that of the infinitive verb on the one hand and the
syntactic position of this subject on the other. Previously suggestBd Tawyllio (1998) and
Rodriguez Espifieira (2000), word order inside the infinitive clause is sensitive to the
properties of the embedded infinitive vefnghels (2007: 208, 2012a) shows that corpus
studies reflect that dynamic subject DPs of transitive anergative infinitive are placed
preinfinitivally, while nordynamic subject DPs of unaccusative verbs tend to occur post
infinitivally. Transitivesand unergatives are characted by selecting dynamic agentive
subjects, while the subjects of the ungatives are less dynamic and rather functions as a
patient (cf. Enghels 2012a: 51). This conclusion is also present in Roegiest (2003: 316)
whose corpus study on Spanishr ‘hear’ andver ‘see’ reveal that factors related to the
dynamism or the potentialgentivity of the main arguments (including the transitivity of the
embedded verb) support and favour the preinfinitival position.

The category of perception verbs is not homogenous. Auditory verbs have a
predilection for dynamic DPs and infinitive verbsecause, according to Enghels (2007:
224), the embedded DP of amddtory verb is not conceptusdid as a perceived object, but as
a source of energy of the perceived event, which endows it with dynamism. Verbs of sensory

perception, instead, easily takendynamic DPs and embedded infinitives. In this case, the

170



infinitival subject is conceived as the object of perception and this can explain the high
number of posterbal DPs with perception verbs. Enghels (2007: 224) sustains that the
syntactic positia of the embedded subject can be considered as a reliable test of the way in
which it is conceived this embedded DP: as a subject or as an object. She also shows that, in
corpus studies, incorporation is less frequent with auditory verbs than in thef cessary
perception verbs. This is because auditory verbs, as opposed to sensory perception verbs, tend
to select dynamic and autonomous subordinate events. In another Spanish corpus study,
Roegiest (2003: 311) arrives the conclusion that the use oktprepositiora with direct

objects inoir-constructions is more frequent than witer ‘see’. The object that lacks the

DOM marker behaves as a patient or a theme. It is well known that the embedded subject can
be the direct object of a perception verlihwut triggering the prepositional markagras in

(55).

(55) a. Vi salir el sol.
SEeePAST-1.SG come OWINF the  sun
‘| saw the sun come out.’
b. Vi navegar el barco.
SeePAST-1.SG navigate INF  the  ship

‘| saw the ship navigate.’

This means that the Spanish object preposii@n the form of the DOM patrticle for
accusative dirambjectsand the dativa-preposition) is not a hallmark of syntactic cohesion.
As noticed by Roegi¢® Enghels (2008: 309), it rather reflects the degree of participation or
agentivity of the arguments that take part in the action caused by the infinitive verb: “En
espafiol la marca de objeto (dativo o acusativo) apenas funciona como indicio de cohesion
sintactica [...] Refleja el grado de participacion o de agentividad del argument en la accion
causada por el infinitivo”.

In the same vein, Enghels (2012a: 49) claims that the abseads dfaracteristic for
direct objects which do not have any cohwuer the processes described by the infinitival
verb, whereas the presence afindicates that the direct object has a higher degree of
dynamism. That is whthe semantic properties of the object marked with accusatinase

been compared to those oktubject or the indirect object (see Bossong 1998, Roegiest
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2003)?*" Roegiest (2003299) contends that that the occurrence of the prepositional marker
and the dative pronounke(leg for the direct objects in certain Spanish dialects suggests that
the famer bears semantic and syntactic features that can be assimilated to those of the
indirect object.

These contrasts are not present in Catalan, a language that does not have DOM.
However, there is an increasingly tendency in certain Catalan dialecexéimple Southern
(Occidental) Catalan dialects or Tortosi Catalan) to use a DOM particle with certain verbs,
although standard Catalan grammars disallow it. Among them we can find also perception

verbs:

(56) Tortosi Catalan
a. Acabo de veure a mon pare.
finish-PRES.1.SG of seeINF DOM my  father

‘| have just seen my father.’

b. Lo xiquet s’ ha emocionat al sentir cantar
the child REFL overwhelmPRES.PERRB.SG to-the heafrINF singINF
a sa mare.

DOM his mother

‘The child has been overwhelmed to hear his mother sing.’

The role of the infinitive verb is also analysed in Spanish causative constructions and,
as in the case of perception verbs, the situasoocomplex becausthe polysemy of the
matrix verb seems to have again a considerable impact on the syntactic behaviour of the
entire construction (cf. Enghels & Roegiest 2013). | would add to this first observation the
function assumed by other elementstee causative construction such as the semantic traits
of the infinitive and the responsibility of both the matrix subject and the embedded one.

As already discussed, in perception verb contexts, the event referred to by the
infinitive verb exists indpendently of its perception, and therefore the relation between the
main participants in the construction is not as tight as in the causative constrDogoto
their selectional properties, causative (and manipulative) verbs that take subordinate

infinitives in analytic causative constructions are representative of the way in which a strong

It is well knownthat there are selectional constraints on the dativetB®sequire them to be animate or
metaphorically animate (dative Case is generally linked to animacy, cf. Bordelois 1974, March®8iica
feature that brings them close to tbéagentivity or dynamism (cf. Enghels 2007).

172



level of event integration can be obtaingtie event described by the causative complement
is inevitably the results of the action performed by the main causative ve

There is a common view in the works that deal with the semantics of causative
constructions that the matrix subject is the primary cause for the producing of the embedded
event. The main subject is an intentional controlling subject that exerts socaeestich that
the event described by the lower predicate takes place. Consequently the participant in the
embedded event has no (volitional) ability to either accept or refuse the action, hence the non
agentive reading for the embedded subject (cf. R&tdRosen 1991, Achard 1998; 2001,
Reed 1999, Roegiest 2003). This trait is usually instantiated by the subjechkefin
Romance languages that allow only RIC configuratiofisere are, however, differences
between causative verbs, and | refer here t&Rtiraancanakeversudet case Achard (2001:
141) notices that the subject of Fredalsser‘let’, mainly because of its polisemy, merely
acts as a potential agent: it has the possibility of preventing the causee from performing the
infinitival process, bt it elects not to do so. In a similar way, Reed (1999: 320) claims that

verbs likelaisser‘to let’ and voir ‘to see’ “attribute primary responsibility for the embedded
event's occurrence to the embedded subject”. This explains the highly agentive reading
associated with the embedded subject in these constructions. The lasenpfies that the
subject of this verb exerts some influence,ibbias no authority to force the event described

by the lower predicate. In this case, the subject of the embeddedstllelmas volitional
control over his action®. Hence a higher degree of independence or autonomy conveyed by
the infinitival predicate is associated widt-causatives.

There is a tendency to linkhaketo a coercive type of causatiowhile let would
represent a nenoercive or a permissive type of causation in which the causer simply allows
the causee to proceed with his action. Roegiest & Enghels (2009: 255) establish for Spanish
dejar three semantic meanings that also reflect the degree of imptisadi the participants
in these constructions. The (57a) sentence midaersir ‘let go’, the (57b) sentence conveys
ano oponersenot to opposeaio impedir‘not to hinder’ reading, and the (57c) example has

the connotation gbermitir ‘allow’.

(57) Sparnsh
a. Juan dejo volar el pajaro.

John let-PAST-3.SG fly-INF the  bird

% The Romance situation is parallel to the one expressed by the Emglshersushavecontrast ¢f. Shibatani
1976, Ritter & Rosen 1991: 67).
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‘Juan let the bird fly.’

b. Juan cont6 mentiras y lo dejé
John tell-PAST-3.SG lies and CL-M-3.SGACClet-PAST-1.SG
contarlas.

tell-INF-CL-F-3.PL-ACC
‘Juan told lies and | let him tell them.

C. Juanquiso ir 4 <cne y lo dejé ir.
JohnwantPAST-3.SGQO-INF to-the cinema andL-M-3.SGACC let-PAST go-INF

‘Juan wanted to go to the cinema and I let him go.’

Soares da Silva (2012: 523) accounts for this change in meaning in terms of semantic
bleaching: “The shift from ‘to let go’ (cessation of impingement) to ‘not to impede*-(non
occurrence of impingement) implies a weakening of the causer’s power and a power transfer
from the causer to the causee; the shift from ‘to let go’ to ‘to allow’ implies a shift in
attenuation and a transition from concrete and physical interaction to cabestch social
interaction.” He also maintains that the process of semantic bleaching is not as obvious in the
case of Romanamake

In the light of all the facts just presented, | conclude that one aspect that differentiates
Romancdet from Romancenakeis the teleological (in)capability (in terms of Folli & Harley
2008) of the external argument of these predicates to generate an event and control it during
its unfolding, as well as controlling the embedded subject. The other aspect is the degree of
autoromy of the embedded event. Consider the next examples (58) taken from Roegiest &
Enghels (2009):

(58) a. Mariame  hace encender la lampara.
Mary CL-1.SGmakePRES3.SG light-INF the lamp

‘Maria makes me light up the lamp.’

b. Maria me deja encender la l[Ampara
Mary CL-1.SG let-PRES3.SG light-INF the lamp
(aunque prefiere la oscuridad)

although preferPRES.3SG the  darkness
‘Maria lets me light up the lamp (although she prefersitkness).’
[Roegiest & Enghels 2009: 258panish
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Roegiest & Enghels (2009) claim that the producing of the embedded event in (58a)
depends on the main event and the coercive action of the matrix subject. On the contrary, in
dejar-causatives (58b) ¢hembedded event has an internal dynamism that endows it with a
higher degree of autonomy which accounts for its producing, irrespective of the causers’
attitude. This degree of autonomy of the embedded event may vary according to the polisemy
of dejar‘let’. That is why in (58b) above the embedded evemtegdr ‘let’ in its sense oho
impedir ‘not to hinder/impede’ has greater autonomy than the event in (58a) which is
generated by a verb whose *‘allow’ meaning presupposes an external subject that, ¢omtrols
certain degree, the resultant event.

The relevant conclusion for the present purposes seems to be that the positioning of
the embedded subject is determined by other factors besides the size of the complement.
Other aspects that are involved in theerpretation of the two constructions, especially the
semantic features of the infinitival subject and the nature of the embedded verb, account for
the distribution of the infinitival subject.

In the next subsection | investigate the role the infiaitisubject plays in the

interpretation of the IC and RIC constructions.
4.2.2. Implications for the semantics of the IC and RIC constructions
42.21. Direct vs. indirect causation

In rough terms, direct causation means that the matrix subjedissttly on the infinitival
subject, whereas in indirect causation it does not have immediately control over it (cf.
Shibatani 1976), and the embedded event is brought about through an intermediary
intervention (cf. Kemmer & Verhagen 1994)he notion ofdirect causation can be
paraphrased as ‘compel/force/oblige someone to do something’, whereas indirect causation
means to ‘cause/trigger that someone does something/something hagjenggards
complementation, direct causation has been usually assbeiétte a defective infinitival
complement, while indirect causation has been signalled by findecomplementation

(59)2°

(59) a. El profesor hizo gue copiaran el texto.
the teacher makePAST-3.SGthat copySUBJ.PERF3.PL the  text

2 My observations here concern full DPs, because | deal wétintbrpretation of clitics and their implications
for the directindirect causation contrast in 84.3., this chapter.
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‘The teacher made it so that they would copy the text.’
[NGLE 2009: 3025Spanish
b. Feu que arribin sans [ estalvis.
makeIMPER-2.PL that arriveSUBJ.PRES3.PL safe and sound

‘Make it so that they arrive safe and sound.’
(Catalan)

There is no general consensus among linguists on the relation sgataantics with
respet to directindirect causationTrevifio (1989), for instarg claims that (§) can have
both direct and indirect causation interpretation. In the direct reading, Juan forces Pedro to
finish his homework, while in the indirect reading Juan determines him through other means
(“because he promised to take him to game” according to the interpretation given by
Trevifio 1989: 327, for exampl&y.

(61) Juan hizo gque Pedro terminara la tarea.
John makeAST-3.SG that  Peter finish-SUBJ.PERR.SGthe  homework
‘Juan made (it so that) Pedroifih(ed) the homework.’
[Trevifio 1989: 326Spanish

On the other hand, according to Reed (1999), infinitival complementation does not
always codify direct causation, as in the English example (62). In (62b) the cawgstive
produces an indirect imphtion reading, whereas the use rofike suggests a coercive
meaning, and, hence, a direct causation interpretation. The semantics of each verb and the
degree of responsibility of each participant in the events have to be taken into consideration
(cf. Kemmer& Verhagen 1994, Reed 1999).

(62) a. Veronicamadeher boyfriend kill her sister
b. Veronicagot her boyfriend to kill her sister
[Reed 1999: 291]

% 1n my view, there is no implication of direct causation in Tie\d example (61). My understanding of the

(61) is that the main subjedid something or generated a situation that made the embedded subject to act
accordingly. The tensed complement expresses indirect causation.

% Kemmer & Verhagen (1994: 120), for example, propose four types of causation: direct physicabrcausati
indirea physical causation, inducive causation and enablement/permission. Engkisis ambiguous and can
occur in the first three situations of causation, given the right contexts. The English cauesatived getare
restricted to the inducive causationttpen, and it is in essence another type of indirect causation. The
enablement and permission causation is successfully expressed by English

176



Trevifio (1994: 117118) defines direct and indirect causation as follows:

(63) Direct causation
X causa directamente a Y ser causante de un evento Z.
‘X (i.e., the matrix subject) directly causes Y (i.e., embedded subject) to bauke

of the event Z.’

(64) Indirect causation
X causa indirectamente el evento Z (que puede contener un sujeto)

‘X (i.e., the matrix subject) indirectly causes the event Z (which can contain a
subject).’
[Trevifio 1994: 117118,Spanish

To (63), Trevifio adds two important semantic conditions. Condition B is not

compulsory in indirect causation cases:

(65) a. Condtion A: the embedded subject has to be animate.
b. Condition B: the embedded subject should be (predominantly) agentive and
[+conscious]
[adapted from Trevifio 1994: 118]

| have already stressed the fact that although the animacy chasaictgortant it is
not enough to explain the array of subjects that can occur in the preinfinitival position. |
consider that Folli & Harley's (2008) concept of ‘teleological capability’, which also contains
the animacy component, can successfully replaeeanimacy on& With respect to (65b),
Trevifio claims that condition B is provided and satisfied by the subordinate pretamtee
with the fact that the lexical semantics of each causative verb must be considered when
accounting for the diredhdirect contrast. However this is not the only aspect to bear in mind
when analysing these structures. As Wierzbicka (1988) observes, natural languages differ in
the way they design the interaction of grammar and conceptual structure with respect to
causativeconstructions. The excerpt drawn from Wierzbicka (1988: 240) is illustrative in this

sense:

Generally speaking, the common use of readyle labels such as ‘direct/indirect

causation’contactive/distant causation’ or ‘strongly coercive/weakly coercagsatives’ is

#1t can also replace Enghels’s (2007) notion of dynamism of the subject.
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based on the mistaken (in my view) assumption that there are certain types of causation which
can first be described priori, and then identified in individualahguages. But detailed
semanticanalysis shows that the actual causativestroctions are usually rather unique in

the meaning they encapsulate. What is called ‘direct causation’ or ‘strongly coercive
causation’ in one language is usually different from what is called ‘direct causation’ or
‘strongly coercive causation’ in atier. This is not to say that there are no recurring motives,

no crosdinguistic similarities in the area of causation.

Taking note of this statement, Romance languages provide good examples to
investigate the (dis)similarities in the realm of causatib has been noted, especially for
French (cf.Trevifio 1989 ,Reed 1999) that causative constructions waile ‘make’ in the
majority of French dialects are vague with respect to the direct/indirect distinction. Example
(66) can be true in a contextwhich Jean forces Pierre to read the book or in a situation in

which he convinces him to do it through some indirect means.

(66) Jean a fait lire un livre a Pierre.
John makePAST-3.SG readINF a book to Peter
‘Jeanmade Pierre read a book.’
[Trevifio 1989: 328French

Wierzbicka (1988: 246) claims that Italian is similar to French in what concerns the
semantics of the causative constructions. Italian causiareemake’ has a wide range of
use and its semantics compatible with both direct and indirect causation interpretations.
(67) is equally good in a situation when the speaker considers inviting Elena to lunch as in a

situation when he considers forcing Elena to come, against her will.

(67) Allora, la faccio venire domani, la mia Elena, pranzo?
SO CL-M-3.SGACC makePRES1.SGcomeINF tomorrow the my Heleto lunch
‘So, should I invite my Elena to come over to lunch tomorrow?’
[Wierzbicka 1988: 246ltalian]

| also claimfor Catalanfer-infinitive constructions that the RIC configuration can
render both the direct and the indirect causation meaning. Thus, | conclude that a structure

like (68) is semantically ambiguous, as previously argued for French and Italian.
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(68) EI music va fer ballar el public.
the musician makePAST-3.5G danceINF the audience

‘The musician made the audience dance.’

The musician either made the spectators or listeners at his concert dance, indirectly,
through his songyr he forced them to dance. The two readings are poséibl¥ivanco
(2015: 351) remarks for Spanish, analytic causative constructions have a mediated (indirect)
causation interpretation, even though in certain circumstances an obligation reading effect
can be added to the configuration. Vivanco refers expressly to the matrix subject and claims
that it always behaves as an indirect causer, although it can sometimes act volitionally and
become, thus, a direct causer.

The double semantic contrast encoded@9) is simply reduced to one of indirect
causation if the matrix subject is an inanimate causer that lacks the teleological capability of
generating an event on its own and bring it to an end (cf. Folli & Harley 2008). Example (69)

can only mean indirécausation> The music cannot be volitional and act as a direct causer.

(69) La musica va fer ballar el public.
the music makePAST-3.SG danceINF the audience

‘The music made the audience dance.’

The direct/indirect causation sceioar | just presented concern those Romance
languages (Italian, French, Catalan) that only allow causataiein RIC configurations.
The possibility of having both IC and RIC in these languages with other verbs, datbras
perception verbs, has giveise to an interpretative option not found with the causative verb
make Reed (1999), for example, argues there is a systematic link between the syntactic
structure of a French periphrastic causative construction and its semantic interpretation. She
maintans that RIC and IC with Frendhisser‘let’ and perception verbs are, in fact, different
syntactic structures (RIC monoclausal, and IC biclausal) that make use of these

configurations to encode direct (70a) and indirect causation (70b).

(70) a. Je laisserai fumer ces cigares a Jean

I let-FUT-1.SG smokeINF  these cigars to John

% For Folli & Harley (2008: 201) direct causer is felicitous in the external argument position of a causative
verb if it is connected to the notion of teleological capability.
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b. Je laisserai Jeanfumer ces cigares.
I let-FUT-1.SG John smokeNF these cigars
‘I will let Jean smokeltese cigars.’
[Reed 1999: 2945 rench

Reed (1999) follows Achard (1993) who is the first to corretatastructions as the
onesabove with different meanings. In their view, monoclausal structures unambiguously
encode direct causation and biclausal eevsode indirect causation. The semantics of both
the matrix and the embedded subject seem to be crucial to their analyses. A monoclausal
context encodes a low degree of agentivity (or evenagemtivity) on the part of the
embedded subject, while in bacisal structure the causee is highly agentive. In direct
causation, the subject of the causing event is the direct cause (cf. Reed 1999: 318) and takes
full responsibility for initiating the embedded evebe it agentive or not (cf. Achard 1998:

99). In ndirect causation, the subject of the caused event is the direct cause.

As pointed out on several occasions in semast@dric approaches (see Reed 1999,
Achard 2001, Soares da Silva 2012), the RIC construction conveys a single complex event
and theredre the relation between the participants is the most direct way of causation. The IC
construction profiles an indirect relationship between the two events, because of the
intervening (agentive) role played by the embedded subject (cf. Soares da Silv&28)12
Reed (1999: 301) extends her proposal to scenarios containing perception verbs. According
to her analysis, example (71a) is a monoclausal structure in which “the matrix subject
observes the soldiers firing, on command, at a targeéeaange”, at, hence, (71a) encodes
direct causation. On the other hand, in (71b) the soldiers are highly agentive and act on their

own. This second biclausal example yields, in her view, an interpretation of indirect

causation.
(71) a. J ai vu tirer les  soldats
| SeePAST-1.SG ShootINF the  soldiers
b. J ai vu les soldats tirer.

| SeePAST-1.SGthe  soldiers shootINF
‘| saw the soldiershoot.’
[Reed 1999: 30@01, French
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One problem related to these analyses is #yaitactically, the monoclaushiclausal
conflict does not exist, as | have argued. The semantic contrasts are built upon a syntactic
premise that is, at least, controversial. Another problem is that, semantically, the use of the
same ‘direct/indirect assation’ label for direct/indirect perception is confusing. Reed (1999)
assimilates the concept of ‘causation’ to that of ‘perception’ which | find inaccurate. Putting
aside these issues, | am concerned here with the definition of ‘indirect causatigutiperce
for examples such as (70WDb). | consider that an important factor is missed in the analyses
that defend anndirect implication for the prefinitival subject position on the basis of
semantic notionsuch as ‘agentivity’. In my opinion, both (71a) én(71b) imply direct
perception of a shooting event whose subject is syntactically expressed. The subject of the
main clause saw the soldiers act (unaided, on their own). There is a direct interaction between
the infinitival subject and the matrix domaindathis has to have direct consequences for the
interpretation, as Rizzi (2000) argues for Italian. Rizzi (2000), among others, claims that
infinitival complements differ from ordinary tensed complement of perception verbs in that
the subjects of the formeare directly perceived. Rizzi (2000) links the direct perception
interpretation to the verbal government and claims that only those arguments governed by the
perception verb can be perceived direéflifherefore, the direct perception interpretation is
obtained when the infinitival subject is (syntactically) analysed the object of the perception
verb. There is no doubt that in constructions lik&hj the infinitival subject syntactically
behaves as the direct object of the perception verb (cf. Hern8az 1999)

As a result, the preinfinitival position is somehow special because it always expresses
direct perception when it gets closer or raises high enough to the matrix domain. For these
reasons, | conclude that both {70a) and (76/1b) can mean dic¢ perception/causation, but
only the (7071b) examples are vague with respect to the direct/indirect causation/perception.

Before ending this subsection, | want to dedicate a few lines to the interpretation of
Spanish causative construction. Spanish padicular case because it allows both IC and
RIC with causativenakeand, hence, there are various ways of understanding the semantic
behaviour of the infinitival subjecilreviiio (1994) was among the first to argue that the
positioning of the subject icausative constructions is open to different interpretatiorss
maintained by Trevifio (1994:07-108), the pre and postinfinitival positions of the causees

derive two causative configurations, one that expresses direct causation (e.g. the pr&infiniti

* In minimalist terms, the matrix perception verb should act as a Probe for those arguments.
% Recall the introdction toTrevifio's analysis | made in chapter§3.4.
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configuration) and one that expresses indirect causation (thénfiogival position) and, in
certain cases, these meanings correlate with the assignment of accusative Case for direct
causation and of dative for indirect causafion.

In Treviio’s aalysisthe direct causation reading obtains when the subject occupies
its canonical position, Spec, WP. This claim is consonant with what | defended for the
dejarlet’/ver ‘see’ cases aboveThe prénfinitival position is special and, as | will
demongtate n the next chapters possible only under certain circumstandesill argue in
favour of an object raising approach for the Spanish (and Romanian) causative constructions
with preinfinitival subjects. | will relate the availability of the peebal subject in the
complement of causative verbs in Spanish and Romanian to a general property of these
languages of providing themselves with an object position (through the mecharobpeaif
shiff) and link the possibility of having DOM with caats/es in the two languages to this
extra position in one of the specifiers of e that selects the causative predicate. As in the
case of RIC configurations with permissigejar ‘let’ and perception verbs, | also believe
that the Spanish RIC constructiovith hacer ‘make’ can render both the direct and the
indirect causation interpretation. The IC configuration is restricted to the direct one.

The lexical aspectual nature of the embedded verb seems to also contribute to a
(in)felicitous directindirect interpretation. In (72) a verb likediar ‘hate’, due to its lexical
properties, blocks the direct interpretation of the subject. This verb does not allow the

producing of a situation that can be easily manipulated by the subject of the causative verb.

(72) a. 7?7 Ese maestro &ar a Pedro odiar las  matendticas.
this teacher makeuT-3.SGDOM Peter hateINF the  mathematics
b. Ese maestro har odiar la matematicas a Pedro.
this teacher mak&uT-3.5G hateINF the mathematics to Peter
‘This teacher will make Pedro hate mathematics.’
[Trevifio 1994: 114Spanish

It is difficult to force someone toonscientiously hate another person. It is a case of

influence or evemetermination on the part of the main subject, which is rather associated

3% More recentlyEnghels (2012b: 15) claims that direct causation is usually linked to accusative Case whereas
indirect (mediated) causation is associated with dative Case. In other words, Caggnahlthsidegree of
autonomy of the embedded event. In the cageaoér‘make’, when the main causer has little control on the
embedded event and the embedded event is more dynamic, the embedded subject is marked witeedative Ca
Accusative is more frequéwhen the causer shows more control and coercion.
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with indirect causation. (72) would more readily mean that ‘the teacher’s attitude or actions
will make Pedro hate mathematics’. In conclusion, the semantics of the infinitivedesmis

to matter when dealing with the direotdirect causation contrasts.

42.2.2. Aspectual differences with perception verbs

A similar observation can be made for perception verbs. A first contrast that has been
mentioned in the literature regardipossible semantic differences between the two IC (73a)
and RIC (73b) constructions with perception verbs has to do with the aspectual interpretation

of the embedded verb.

(73) Catalan

a. Hem vist el Dani tocar el clarinet.
SEeePRES.PER-1.PL the Dani play-INF the clarinet
b. Hem vist tocar el clarinet al Dani.

SEeePRES.PERA.PL  play-INF the clarinet toethe Dani

‘We have seen Dani play the clarinet.’

The source of ambiguity comes from the exdpal interpretation of the event
expressed by the infinitive. The internal temporal structure of the events in (73) can be
compatible with a perfective or an imperfective viewpoint aspect (cf. Comrie 1976, Giorgi
and Pianesi 1997, Smith 1991). The semcacbntent of perfectivity presupposes that the
event is viewed as bounded, as closed or completed. The situation is viewed as a single
whole. On the contrary, the imperfective viewpoint makes visiblegjpstrt of the situation,
with no information abouttke initial or final) endpoints, and therefore it is said to have a
progressive aspectual value. The constructions in (73) do not necessarily present the situation
‘Dani playing the clarinet’ as a whole, as completed. They may reveal just some internal
stege in the development of the situation, in which only a part of the event is perceived.
Therefore (73) can have two readings.

Nevertheless, there is no uniform view on aspect in the literature on infinitival
perception verb complements. By analogy wittgliistic facts in Germanic languages, Felser
(1999: 232) considers that the infinitival complement of perception verbs in Romance
languages refers to an event that coincides entirely with the event of the perception verbs,
and therefore, it signals perfaeity and is understood as describing a completed event. Rafel

(2000: 164165) comes to the same conclusion in the case of Spanish. In his opinion, (74)
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“describes an event in which Juan crosses the street, but, [...] the event of crossing the street
is pregented as started, carried out, and finished.” In other words, the embedded event has a
complete action implication. Rafel considers (74b) ungrammatical mainly because there is a
semantic conflict between the meaning of the perception verb complemerdofmpleted)

and the meaning of the adjunct clause. The latter one also describes an event which seems to
prevent the completed event from happening and this gives rise to a contradictory situation

and the example is ruled out.

(74) a. Vi a Jua cruzar la calle.
SeePAST-1.SG DOM John cross\F the street.
‘| saw Juan crosshg the street.’

b. *Vi a Juan cruzar la calle, perode repente
SeePAST-1.SG DOM John crossINF the street, but of suddenly
aparecio un camiéon y lo atropell6.
turn upPAST-3.SGa truck and CL-M-3.SGACC run OVerPAST-3.SG

[Rafel 2000: 164165, Spanish

On the other hand, Rizzi (2000) sustains that Romancstraations lack the
complete event implication. In a parallel Italian example, Rizzi states that the infinitive in
(75) implies an incomplete event, on a par with pseudorelative constructions. (75) means that
Maria does not necessarily reach the other eidthe street. The reading ‘Mary does not
compleely finish crossing the streeis, of coursejn contradiction with what Rafel (2000)

maintains for Spanish.

(75) Ho visto Maria attraversare la strada.
SEeePAST-1.SG Mary crossNF the greet
‘| saw Maria crossing the street.’
[Rizzi 2000: 229, fn.11ltalian]

In fact, Rafel's example (74b) is not as infelicitous as he claims. Ono (2004: 411), for
example, discusses a similar case in English (76) and concludes that accomplishments do n

always signal completion.
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(76) [...] She watched Walter Manning cross the street, headed for the garage where he
kepthis car. [...] She watched the expression on his face as the car smashéuhinto

and therhurled his broken body aside.

In agreemenwvith Ono (2004), | believe that in (74b) above the use of the infinitive
does not block the progressive readiHgwever, | do not claim, as Rizzi (2000) does, that
the infinitival complement is restricted to the incomplete event implication. In conseguen
take a stand based on data consulted with native speakers of Spanish and Catalan. The
investigation shows that the embedded event can be interpreted as both perfective and
progressive, if the lexical aspectual features of the infinitive allow it.

A natural question that follows is whether IC and RIC convey different interpretations
and whether there is any syntactic evidence that can contribute to disambiguating the contexts
that seem problematicCasalicchio (2013: 306), citing Lepschy (1976), asdes the
infinitival complementation of perception verbs in RIC and IC with different readidgs.
claims that inthe reduced constructiof7a) the event is understood as perfective, closed,
while in (77b) the event is in progress and has not attaineduyination. The English

translation intends to capture the change in interpretation.

(r7) a. Gli ho visto scrivere una lettera.
CL-M-3.SGDAT SEeePAST-1.SG write-INF a  letter
‘I saw him write a letter.’
b. L ho visto scrivere una lettera.
CL-M-3.SGACC SeePAST-1.SG write-INF a  letter
‘| saw him writing a letter.’
[Casalicchio 2013: 306talian]

Lepschy’s (1976: 157) original emples are similar to (77) arale meant to show
that (77a) does not place emphasis on duration, while (77b) corresponds to a subject that is in
the process of ‘writing a letter’. Lepschy also suggests that the accusative points to an
imperfective interpretation of the embedded verbenghs the dative indicates a perfective
one.

Alsina (2002: 2428) makes the same observation for Catalan. He considers that the

event of ‘repairing the watch’ is complete in the construction in (78a). In contrast, (78b) is
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interpreted as seeing just a paftthe process of repairing, without the completion of the

action.

(78) a. Li vaig veure reparar umellotge.
CL-3.SGDAT SeePAST-1.SGrepairINF a watch
‘| saw him/her repair a watch.’
b. La vaig veure  reparar  unrellotge.
CL-F-3.SGACC SeePAST-1.SG repairINF a watch
‘| saw her repairing a watch.’
[Alsina 2002: 2428Catalan

A preliminary conclusion | can draw is that all the authors | mentioned make the same
correlation: the IC confjuration with accusative clitic/DP implies an incomplete embedded
event, whereas the RIC configuration with dative clitic/DP implies a complete embedded
event. As Alsina (2002) points out, the distinction in (79) should account for the difference in
accepability between (79a) and (79b). In principle, (79b) fails to convey the right
interpretation because the event expressed by the infinitive should be simultaneous with the
matrix event (as the advedra ‘now’ also suggests) and this is not achieved irb{A8hich

implies a complete event.

(79) a. Ara la sento cridar el meu nom.
Now CL-F-3.SGACC hearPRES1.SG call-INF the my name
b. ?Ara i sento cridar el meu nom.
now CL-3.SGDAT hearPRES1.SG callINF themy name
‘Now | hear her calling my name.’
[Alsina 2002: 2428Catalan

Such an assumption is challenged by the judgements of the native speakers |
consulted. (79b) is perfectly gmmatical, and it is even the preferred option with
[+masculine] DPs/clitics. | believe as well that the generalisation proposed by Lepschy
(1976), Casalicchio (2013) or Alsina (2002) is too strict. It is not obvious that the RIC
configuration always entai a perfective reading, while the IC one a progressive one. The
difference, in my view, lies in the lexical aspectual structure that the embedded verb encodes
(cf. Vendler 1967, Smith 1991, Rodriguez Espifieira 2000). The aktionsart of the infinitive

and ts telicity (the property of having a natural or intended endpoint) contributes a great deal
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to the interpretation of the embedded event as (im)perfective or (un)bounded in the temporal
domain (cf. Guéron 2008J.Naturally, the infinitive complement muse levent denoting and
express something perceptible.

Consider the following examples (80). They were constructed with achievement
verbs, which denote punctual acts, occurring at a single moment, encoding the termination of
the act, and resulting in a changf state (cf. Vendler 1967xamplesin (80) are interpreted
from an aspectual point of view as perfective, although compatible with accusative/dative

clitics or pre/postinfinitival subjects.

(80) Catalan

a. L’ hem vist trencar la finestra.
CL-M-3.SGACC SEeePRES.PERR.PL breakINF the  window
b. Li hem vist trencar la finestra.

CL-3.SGDAT SeePRES.PERA.PL breakINF the  window

‘We have seen him break the window.’

On the contrary, the constructions below denote processes (in these cases
accomplishments, usually understood as durative processes, going on in time). In the
examplesin (81), | believe the embeddederd can allow either a perfective or an
imperfective reading. On the one hand (81) can entail that someone witnessed the entire act
of drawing, i.e. X has seen an evenwhich is an event of drawing whose agerthis child
and the theme is @rcle, andthat e has reached its end (i.e., telos). On the other hand, the
infinitival complement can refer to a progressive event, from which it is possible to infer that

the event ofirawingis still ongoing.

(81) Catalan
a. He vist el nen dibuixar un cercle.
SEePRES.PERA.SG the child drawINF a circle
b. He vist dibuixar un cercle al nen.
SEePRES.PERA.SG drawINF a circle to-the child

‘| have seen the child dramrig a circle.’

3" Guéron (2008) regards events as made up of sequences of spatial configurations. She tellsatant dfie
(im)perfectivity, which denotes (un)boundedness in the temporal domain, from (a)telicigh ddénotes
(un)boundedness in the spatial domain. Predicates can have spatial interpretations whibuthtemporal
interpretations when outside the.
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The interpredtions of the native speakers that | consulted are consistent. Some of
them show preferences for a progressive reading in IC (but not exclusively in this structure).
This can be due to the fact that the imperfective aspectual trait bring the infinitival
complement closer to other complements that perception verbs take and that have in common
the same progressive value: gerunds (82a), pseudorelatives (82b), and prepositional
infinitives (82c):

(82) Gerunds
a. Veig el Dani tocant el clarinet.
SeePRES1.SG the  Dani playing the clarinet
‘| see Dani playing the clarinet.’
(Catalan)
Pseudortatives
b. Hem vist el Dani quetocava el clarinet.
SeePRES.PERA.PLthe Dani who play-IMPERR3.SG the clarinet
‘We have seen Dani who was playing the clarinet.’
(Catalan)
Prepositional infinities
C. Eu vi 0s meninos a ler(em) essdivro.
| SeePAST-1.SG the children to readINF(-AGR)that book.
‘| saw the children reading that book.’
[Raposo 1989: 27 Rortuguesg

As opposed to infinitial complements that can also render the perfective aspectual
reading, complements with gerunds, pseudorelatives and prepositional infinitives always
signal an imperfective/progressive interpretation (cf. Guasti 1988, Di Tullio 1998). Apart
from sharing th aspect, the four complements also provide a direct perception interpretation.
The aspect of the infinitive is somehmeuter, as compared to geruooimplements that
usually express an activity in progress, or to participle complements, which areeiteieé ras
completed (cf. Di Tullio 1998). What | understand by ‘neuter’ is the possibility the embedded
infinitive has of carrying either a perfective or an imperfective event interpretation, as | have

already stressed.
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4.3. The behaviour of clitics

The present subsection deals with the third problem raised by the analyses that distinguish
RIC and IC in terms of complementation. In the previous chapter (3.1.), | introduced standard
patterns of clitic climbing from the infinitival complement to the mattomain. | have
shown that clitics which correspond to the embedded subject always climb, while object
clitics of the infinitive can either remain in the embedded clause or climb. As noted, the
climbing of the clitic cluster represented by the embeddegatdibject to the matrix clause
occurs ony when the subordinate claugetiansparent enough to allow it. If the embedded
complement is not an environment defective enough (in terms of tense or other feature
specification), clitics cannot climb out ofisdomain. The phenomenon of clitic climbing is,
therefore, sensitive to syntactic complexitye aim of the following discussion is to single

out and explore seral contexts in which clitication in infinitival complements does not
behave as expected.

Clitic climbing is generally claimed to be possible only after a previous operation of
restructuring (or complex predicate formation) takes place, usually through a mechanism of
clause size reduction (see the overview of these analyses in chapter PheBg¢yocess of
restructuring is, in essence, a rule that can be interpreted in a new light, thanks to the
theoretical innovations brought about by the Minimalist Program (Chomskyet3@f) and
the phaséased approach to the syntactic analysis iriquéait (see Boeckx & Gallego 2008,
Gallego 2016). Thus, restructuring requires an embedded domain with a defective nature that
is able to ensure the transparency diagnosed via a range of properties. In consequence,
restructuring presupposes a lexical pcatk that does not project to a full CP.

With respect to causative and perception verb constructions, | tried to simplify the
view on the notfinite complements of these predicates and intended to obtain this effect
through an analysis that unifies thehlaviour of these complements and | proposed the CP
complement to causative and perception verbs.

In the present analysis, clitic climbing is not a sufficient condition to defend a process
of restructuring or complex predicate formation. In our cowestros, clitic climbing is
optional. There are exceptional cases in which, in the very same contexts, clitics fail to climb,

although the required syntactic conditions are met, or they allow optioffality.

% If they allow optionality it would be relevant to investigate the reason why they do it attesthere are
any semantic effects associated with it. From the point of view of a proposal that unifies theis avfaly
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The problem that arises in monoclausal accounthetonstructions under study is
precisely the argument that clitic climbing is a sufficient and necessary condition for
restructuring. The VRnalysis fak short of explaining the presence of embedded clitics in
the complements, especially in those laages, like Catalan, that allow at the same time,

RIC configurations and clitics in the subordinate clause.
4.3.1. Observations on the ktici sation of the subject

Cliticisation of both the subject and the object of the infinitive imposes a seriestafibms

or constraints. GLC (2016: 10120) specifies that clitic climbing is obligatory when the
subject and the (inanimate) object of the infinitive are both expressed through clitics (see also
§ 3.1., chapter 2).

(83) a. Te’ Is van sentir tancar (, els finestrons).
CL-M/F-2.SGDAT CL-M-3.PL-ACC hearPAST-3.PLcloseINF ( the shutters)
‘They heard you close them (the shutters).’
b. Us la faré portar (, la maleta).
CL-M/F-2.PL-DAT CL-F-3.SGACC makeFUT-1.SG bring-INF  (the bag)
‘I will make you bring it (the bag).’

Climbing of the subject clitic, while the object clitic stays in situ, would normally give
ungranmatical results. This affirmation is not totally true if | take into account the behaviour
of clitics in perception verb constructions in Catalan. | showed that these configurations allow
accusative (for both object and subject) clitics, whereas causainstructions do not (see
also 83.1.2., chapter 2). In other words, perception verbs in Catalan have access to both IC
and RIC configurations, while Catalan causative verbs can only occur in RIC, a fact that

would explain the absence of an accusativeusitive pattern:

(84) a. El vaig veure comprarlo, a en Joangl pa.
CL-M-3.SGACC SeePAST-1.SGbuyINF-CL-M-3.SGACC to the John the bread
‘| saw him buy it, Joan, the bread.
b. *El vaig fer comprarlo, a en Joan, el pa

CL-M-3.SGACC makePAST-1.SGbuyINF-CL-M-3.SGACC to the John the bread

complement clauses for both IC and RIC | expect to find (subtle) differences in interpretatibedwei this
matter to future research.

190



| want to extend this discussion to cases that are controversial and | focus first on
causative constations. | have shown that Catalan rules out the possibility of having
preinfinitival subjects in the complement of causative verbs and | concluded in the previous
chapter that Catalan is devoid of an IC configuration with the ferbmake’. Therefore,
Caalan bans preinfinitival DP subjects in accusative in causative constructions. In spite of
this, there are situations in which the infinitival subject can be expressed through an
accusative clitic even in causative or permissive constructions. Thisusexpected fact,
taking into consideration the observations already made in the previous chapter. In this sense,
| start with an excerpt from GLC (2016: 1021):

[QJuan el verb en infinitiu duu com a complement directe un pronom feble de primera o
segonapersona, aquest pronom s’adjunta a l'infinitiu, i el ce@resenta el subjecte, quee

en acusatiu, s'adjunta al verb causatiu.

GLC (2016) illustrates this statement with the examples in (85). Two facts are of
particular interest to us. Firstly, o ‘her’/em‘me’ andte ‘you’ bear accusative Case and,
secondly, the embedded clitic is not allowed to climb. Its climbing would entail an alteration

in meaning and would convey a different semariftés.

(85) a. La van fer urarte.
CL-F-3.SGACC makePAST heatINF-CL-M/F-3.SGACC
‘They made her heal you.’
b. Deixa’ m besarte per Ultima vegada.
let-IMPER-2.SG CL:M/F-1.SGACC KiSSINF-CL-M/F-2.SG-ACC for last time

% Translation mineEC; “When the verb in the infinitive takes a first or second person clitic as its direct object,
this clitic attaches to the infinitive, and the one that stands for the subject, which is inieedase, attaches

to the cauative verb.”

“0'In case the clitic climbs, this would entail a change in the interpretdteota van fer curameans ‘They
made you heal it'. The clitite would refer to the subject of the infinitive (i.e., the causee) and thelalitiche
object ofthe infinitive.

“! These patterns are found with perception verbs as well, but, according to the empirical fadisdpireske
previous chapter and throughout the present one, these patterns are expected, simply becaigse yeebsept
have access to thoIC and RIC configurations.

i L’ han vist maltractarvos?
CL-M-3.SGACC SEePRES PERRB.PL abUSEeINF-CL-M/F-2.PL-ACC
‘Have they seen him abuse you?’
ii. Les van sentir insultarla.
CL-F-3.PL-ACC hearPAST-3.PL iNSUlt-INF-CL-F-3.SGACC
‘They heard them insult her.’
[GLC 2016: 1018Catalan
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‘Let me kiss you for the last time.’
[GLC 2016: 1021]

In the cases above, the standard patterns do not seem to apply: whenever the infinitive
iS transitive, its subject receives dative Case. First, thetimfihsubject can bear accusative
even when the infinitive verb has a direct object. Second, as GLC (2016) notes, this situation
is strictly related to the use of first and second person clitics which somehow force the
infinitival subject clitic to occurri accusative. Third, Case differences arise whenever the
clitics in the configurations above are replaced by lexical DPs and | want to highlight a

couple of contexts. To begin with, GLC (2016: 1021) provides the following contrast:

(86) a. El deixaran despertanos.
CL-M-3.SGACC let-FUT-3.PL  wake INF-CL-M/F-1.PL-ACC
‘They will let him wake us.’
b. Li deixaran despertar els nois.
CL-3.SGDAT let-FUT-3.PL  wakeINF the boys

‘They will let him/her wake the boys.’
[GLC 2016:1021]

GLC (2016) claims that the contrast in (86) confirms the special status of the
infinitival subject. It cliticises as an accusative pronoun when the embedded object is a
first/second person clitic, but it tkises as a dative clitic in the presence of an embedded full
DP object. Example (87) should be ruled out precisely because the embedded object is a third
person clitic. In this case, since the object is a third person clitic, the infinitival subject is
expected to occur in dative and cliticise, together with the embedded object clitic, as a clitic

cluster to the matrix domain.

(87) *La/*El van fer curarlo/la.

CL-F/M-3.SGACC makePAST-3.PL healINF-CL-M/F-3.SGACC

From tre statement made by the GLC (2016) according to which the clitic that refers
to the infinitival subject is accusative in configurations similar to-868), | deduce that
(88a) would be ungrammatical with the infinitival subject expressed as a datige ialiti

contrast with (88b), which contains a lexical DP as the direct object of the infinitive verb.
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(88) a. *Li van fer curarte.
CL-M/F-3.SGDAT makePAST-3.PL  healINF-CL-M/F-2.SGACC
b. Li van fer curar el malalt (, al metge).
CL-3.SGDAT makePAST-3.PL healINF the patient tthe doctor
‘They made him (the doctor) heal the patient.’

Given (88), | assume that clitics and full ®Rave different syntactic regimes in the
causative configurations above and they conform to different Case alternations. The general
idea to keep in mind is that the infinitival subject can be accusative when the infinitive is
transitive even in Catalacpntrary to what has been always claimed. This scenario is likely
to happen whenever the object of the infinitive is a first/second person A&fitie. Pineda
(p.c.) suggests that the factor at stake must be [person]. This must be due to an idiosyncrasy
first and second pronouns have, as opposed to the third perséh ones.

Stretching things a bit further, it might be interesting to investigate whether there are
any cases in which an accusative clitic that refers to the infinitival subject ezctepin a
causative construction whose complement contains a full lexical DP object. Let us assume
that sentence (89) is acceptable in Catalan, although it is not stated in any of the (modern)
Catalan grammars (Fabra 1956, Badia 1994, GCC 2002, GLC 2016).

(89) *EI van fer curar el  malalt.

CL-M-3.SGACC makePAST-3.PL heatlINF the patient

This pattern was noticed for other two languages that lack IC configurations with
causative verb® Rouveret & Vergnaud (1980) briefly look at French and find (90)
grammatical, and Burzio (1986) considers the relative (dialectal) acceptability of (91a) as

compared with (91b) for Italian.

(90) a. Cela les a fait se poser des  questions.
that CL-F-3.PL-ACC makePAST-3.SG REFL askINF some questions

‘That made them question themselves.’

“2 perhaps this restriction is due to the same Person Case Constraint ((P@onet 1991, Kayne 2000,
Ormazabal & Romero 1998; 2002; 200&hagnostopoulou 2003, Ordéfiez 2002; 2012), proposed for other
environmentsPCC is a universal constraint on clitic and agreement clusters according to which first and second
person clitics are incompatible with a third person clitics. The ungrammigticali be due to the fact thit

and 29 person clitics compete for the same feature as'timBve clitic.

“3 See also the French dialectal variation illustrated in Hyman & Zimmer (1976), Authier & Reed éh@i91)
Reed (1999).
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b. Jean les a fait rencontrer Marie.
John CL-F-3.PL-ACC makePAST-3.SG meetINF Maria

‘Jean made them meet Marie.’
[Rouveret & Vergnaud 1980: 12Brench

(91) a. Maria lo ha fatto riparare la macchina
Maria CL-M-3.SGACC makePAST-3.SG repairINF the car
‘Maria made him repair the car.’
b. *Maria ha féato Giovanni riparare  la macchina.
Maria makePAST-3.SG John repairiNF the car
[Burzio 1986: 232]|talian]

Bastardas (2003: 123, fn. 22), who cites Sola (1997), claimsfehamake’ and
deixar ‘let’ alongside sentir ‘hear’ and veure ‘see’ can occur in configurations with two

accusative objects.

(92) ElI la feia baixar les escales.
he CL-F-3.SGACC makeIMPERF3.SG descendNF the stairs

‘He made her descend the stairs
[Bastardas 2003: 123, n22atalan

One of the accusatives, the subject of the infinitive, would necessarily be a clitic, and

the other would be the object of the infinitive:

Els quatre verbs mencionafer( deixar, sentii veurg poden actualmentonstruirse amb
dos acusatius, un acusatiu, forcosament pronominal, fent de SLI un altre dé sm.
(1997: 173) en déna exempleEl( la feia baixar les escalgs|...] [L]a construccié amb dos
acusatius [...] pot considerae una «innovacid». Rela construcci6 amb dos acusatius
existeix, i, sobretot amlfer, la veig usada espontaniament per escriptors de llengua ben
pulcra.45

[Bastardas 2003: 123, n22atalan

“* SLIstands fosubjete Idgic de l'infinitiu‘the logical subject of the infinitive’.

% Translation mine, EC: “The four verbs mentioned so rfzale, let, heaandsed can now be built with two
accusatives, one accusative, necessarily pronominal, corresponding to theslagjeet of the infinitive and
another one corresponding to the object. Sola (1997: 173) gives exafplissféia baixar les escale$le

made her descend the stgir$...] [T]he construction with two accusatives [...] can be considered an innovation.
However the constructions with two accusatives exists and, mainly fedthmake’, | see it is used
spontaneously by writers who have a very good mastery of their language.”
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And Bastardas (2003) gives the following example taken from Jaume Cabré, an

exampe which he considers quite natural and spontaneous.

(93) S imaginava el seu cordesbocatgue el feia
REFLimaginePAST-3.SGthe his heartwild thatCL-M-3.SGACC makePAST-3.SG
mirar les dones amb una ansia @le vell més d una vegada

look atiINF the women with an anxiety thab-the old man more of one time
I havia fet tremolar
CL-M-3.SGACC mMakePAST.PERF3.SG trembleINF
‘He imagined his wild heart that made him gaze at wowignan anxiety that made
theold man tremble more than once.’

[Bastardas 2003: 123, n22atalan

The two examples drawn from Sola (1997) are give{®@4ra, b). What Sola suggests,
in fact, is thatthese examples confirm the presence of an accusatotesative pattern with

Catalan causative verbs.

(94) a. Ell la feia baixar les escales de les criptes
he CL-F-3.SGACC makeIMPERF3.SGdescendNF the stairs of therypts
[ ella el feia anar d  altaen altar a
and sheCL-M-3.SGACC makeIMPERF3.SG go-INF from altar in altar at
I església de Sant Nicolau.
the church  of Saint Nicholas
‘He made her descend the stairs of the crypts hedrade him go from
chapel tachapel in the church of Saint Nicholas.’
b. Ari6 va demanar que el deixessin tocar
Ari6 askPAST-3.SG that CL-M-3.SGACC let-SUBJ.PERR.PL play-INF
la citara abans de llanca#io al  mar.
the zither before of throwINF-CL-M-3.SGACC atthe sea
‘Ari6 asked that they would let him play the zithefdye they threw him into
thesea.’
[Sola 1997: 172173, Catalan

It is not an easy task to find recorded examples of the accusatiugative pattern.

The onlyexample | could come across is (95).
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(95) Després, per riurse’n encara més, el van fer
after for laughNF-REFL-CL.PART even more CL-M-3.SGACC makePAST-3.PL
cavalcar un cawvall cec?®
ride-INF a horse blind

‘Then, to laugh at him even more, they made him ride a blind horse.’

Not all transitive complements can give rise to accusatboeisative scenarios.
Bastardas admits that this pattern with double accusatvedviously subject to certain
restrictions (which he does not further develop) since it is ungrammatical with many
transitive complements. Therefore a construction such as (96) is totally ruled out in his

opinion (and in the opinion of all Catalan natsgeakers | consulted).

(96) *EI va fer pagar les  entrades.
CL-M-3.SGACC makePAST-3.5G  payINF the tickets
[Bastardas 2003: 123, n22atalan

The main problem | see with the double accusative patternsverat analysed as
good by Sola and Bastardas (and | refer strictly toféheonstructions) is that they involve
verbs that seem to be somehow spediaé intuition | want to pursue is that the (allegedly)
felicitous cases with transitive complements awe to an ambiguity created by the
complement verbAs Jaume Mateu (p.c.) correctly observes, the examples (94) and (95) have
in common verbs that have both transitive and intransitive uses. Given the preceding
discussion, | would like to suggest that thansitive verbs in these examples are in fact
(hidden) intransitive verbs, and this fact would facilitate the creation of an IC (accusative
accusative) pattern with these verbs. The intransitive uses of these predicates would
presuppose the presence gfraposition which is absent in our examples but which is totally

adequate in the situations above. Consider the examples in (97):

(97) a. Ell la feia baixar per les escales.
he CL-F-3.SGACC makelMPERF3.SG descendNF down the stairs
‘He made her descend down the stairs.’
b. El van fer cavalcar en un cavall cec.

CL-M-3.SGACC makePAST-3.PL rideeINF  on a horse blind

% The example is taken from Jules Verndguel Strogoff Lluis Quintana’s versig 2012, p.114, Barcelona:
Edicions Castellnou.
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‘They made him ride a blind horse.’

If this intuition is on the right track then the examples given by Bastardas and Sola do
not contain pure transitive verbs in complement position. This fact would also explain the
impossibility noticed by Bastardas that ndit teansitive complements are felicitous in the
contexts that can be closely identified with our IC configuration.

Although the data above, as well as French and Italian examples, are suggestive rather
than conclusive, what is clear is that they are extljo certain constraints. In case it were
plausible to assume a new configuration for Catalan caudatitmake’, as Bastardas (2003)
suggests, this double accusative pattern would have some important limitations: the infinitival
subject should be aigt and not a (full) DP phrase and it would (almost) surely be
constrained by dialectal variation. For those speakers who could produce this new pattern for
Catalan causativier ‘make’ the relation between this configuration and the standard RIC one

shoud be seen as analogous to the two infinitival constructions with perception verbs (98).

(98) a. L he sentit cantar una cango.
CL-M-3.SGACC hearPRES.PERA.SG SIiNgINF a song
b. Li he sentit cantar una cango.
CL-3.SGDAT hearPRES.PERA.SG SIiNgINF a song

‘| have heard him/her sing a song.’

| suppose that, for this category of native speakers that Bastardas and Sola refer to, the
infinitival subject can be expressed with a clitic in accusative or in dative, in both causative
and perception verb constructions. | must say that | could not found Catalan speakers that
easily accepted the controversial examples illustrated above. It is wegs$tigating the
issue but | will leave this possibility open for future research.

All these observations reinforce the necessity for a discussion on the special status of
the subject position of infinitival complements to causative and permissive iveagalan.
Remember that there are scenarios in which the infinitival subject as a clitic occurs in
accusative Case. | gave examples taken from GLC (2016) that contained accusative
accusative patterns with causatifer ‘make’ and permissivedeixar ‘let’. | repeat for

convenience one of these examples as{99).

" Verbs of causative alternation likerar ‘heal’ are not very natural in these examples as Jaume Mateu (p.c.)
observes. The pattern in (99) improves with verbsdis@mpanyaraccompany’ which does not gsuppose a
change of state.
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(99) La van fer curarte.
CL-F-3.SGACC makePAST-3.PL healINF-CL-M/F-3.SGACC

‘They made her heal you.’

In conclusion, even in a restrictive langudtdge Catalan which normally produces
only RIC configurations with causative verbs that involve transitive complements, there are
situations in which the causatives force a second construction, similar to languages like
Spanish and Portuguese. In this simoe, the clitic standing for the embedded infinitival
subject receives accusative. This would pose real problems for analyses that propose that the
infinitival subject is always introduced by an Appl(icative) head in this kind of constructions
(the Case Dthis subject is clearly determined structurally; see chapter 4 for an analysis), as
well as for those proposals that defend a monoclausal treatment of the same constructions. It

also confirms the ability of the matrigr ‘make’ of assigning accusativea€e.

4.3.2. Object clitics that do not climb

The proponents of a monoclausal version of the causative and perception verb
constructions claim that the subordinate clause cannot accommodate thiars. are,
however, several patterns in which the emleedderb can host clitics. Clitics can easily
attach to the infinitive, in Catalan and in Spanish, when the infinitival subject is not lexically
expressed, in complements of both causative (b)Cend perception verbs (1040¢ (cf.
Alarcos 1970, Hernanz 892, Villalba 1994, GLC 2016‘)‘?

(100) a. Hizo abrir las  ventanas.
makePAST-3.SG OpenINF the  windows
‘S/he made someone open the windows.’
b. Hizo abrirlas.
makePAST-3.SG OpenINF-CL-F-3.PL-ACC
‘S/hemade someone open them.’

C. Oigo cantar una cancion.

0] a. La van fer acompartgar a casa.

CL-F-3.SGACC makePAST-3.PL accompanyNF-CL-M/F-3.SGACC to house

‘They made her accompany you at home.’
“8 These examples can be ambiguous because they are compatible with two readings. One readingais the one
are interested in, in which the absent phrase refers to the infinitival subject. The secondiseadiagsive
reading in which the phrase that is textically expressed is an agentibgphrase. | am not concerned with
these structures here.
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(101) a.

hearPRES1.SG SingINF  a song
‘| hear someone sing a song.’
Oigo cantarla.
hear PRES1.SG SINGINF-CL-F-3.SGACC
‘| hear someone sing it.’
[Alarcos 1970: 181Spanish

Van fer vacunar els nens.
makePAST-3.PL vaccinateINF the  children
‘They made someone vaccinate the children.’
Van fer vacunarlos.
makePAST-3.PL vaccinatelNF-CL-M-3.PL-ACC
‘They made someone vaccinate them.’
He sentit cantar una cango.
hearPRES.PERA.SG SINGINF a song
‘| have heard someone sing a song.’
He sentit cantarla.
hearPRES.PERA.SG SINGINF-CL-F-3.SGACC
‘| have heard someone sing it.’

(Catalan

Clitics can also attach to the embedded verb without any difficulty Wieeabject to

which they refer is dislocated, to the right or to the“fft.

(102) Catalan

a.

(Les) Fan pujar(-les) als viatgers,
CL-F-3.PL-ACC makePRES3.PL takeINF CL-F-3.PL-ACC to-the burists
les  maletes.
the  bags
‘They make the tourists themselves take their bags aboard.’

[GLC 2016: 1020]
Aquesta aria, (I) he sentit cantar{la)

this aria CL-F-3.SGACC hearPRES.PERA.SG SiNgINF- CL-F-3.SGACC

“9 Catalan native speakers tend to prefer right dislocation in these cases.
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a la soprano.
to the  soprano

‘This aria, | heard the soprano sing it.’

There is an obvious contrast with respecthe possibilities of cliticetion that other
Romance languages have (at least) in causative constructions. Catalan and Spanish clearly

differ from Italian and French, which rule out object clitics in the causative complement.

(103) a. La casa, el ayuntamiento hizo restaurarla.
the house the town hall makePAST-3.SG restorelNF- CL-F-3.SGACC
‘The town hall had someone restore it, the house.’
[Hernanz 1999: 224%panish
b. Els regals, faré posarlos junts a la Maria
the presentmakeFUT-1.SG putINF- CL-M-3.PL-ACC together to theMary
‘I will make Maria put them (the presents) together.’
[Villalba 1994: 123 Catalan
C. *Maria ha fatto ripararla a Gianni.
Mary makePAST-3.SG repairINF- CL-F-3.SGACC  to John
[Guasti 1993: 54italian]
d. *Elle fera le manger a Jean.
she makeFUT-3.SG CL-M-3.SGACC eatINF to John
[Kayne 1975: 270French

In my view, the dgree of restructurability of the matrix verb is not a sufficient
condition to be a decisive trigger for clitic climbing (see Sitaridou et al. 2015). From a formal
perspective, under the Minimalist theory, Tense plays a role in the climbing of the clitic,
provided that the embedded verb is #imite. The main assumption is that clitics can climb
out of any infinitival clause provided it is not a CP.

The monoclausal analyses (that usually postulate @oviiplement) fail to account
for Spanish and Catalancts. Under the VP option, clitic climbing is assumed to be
obligatory, just like clitic climbing with perfective and passive auxiliaries (cf. Hernanz &
Rigau 1984, Llinas 1991, Lujan 1993, Sola 2002). Catalan causative constructions have been
claimed to hae VP-complements (cf. Villalba 1993, 1994). Thé&il every test on a TP
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complement analysis: (aspectual) auxiliaries or tense featuresbdiver negation phrases,
prenfinitival subjects.

In spite of all this, they still accommodate clitics in #mabedded clause. Following
Sola who defended the same proposal for restructuring verbs (104), | want to reinforce the
idea that the available two positions for clitics in causative and perception verb constructions

are evidence for the biclausal statushefse configurations.

(104) a. Al pati, hi  volen anarels nens a jugar.
to-the courtyardLOC wantPRES.3PLQO-INF the childrento playINF
b. Al pati, volen anarhi elsnens a jugar.
to-the courtyard wantPRES.3PLQO-INF-LOC the childrento  playINF
‘The children want to go to the courtyard to play.’
[Sola 2002: 238Catalar]

Consider now the properties of another configuration in which €ldie prevented
from climbing. Usually, causative and perception verbs permit clitic climbing provided that
the object of the infinitive is inanimate.

In Catalan, there is a strong preference for climbing, whenever the object clitic is

inanimate, both irausative and in perception verb constructions.

(105) a. Me I han vist portar  moltes vegades,
CL-1.SGDAT CL-M-3.SGACC SeePRES.PERRB.PLwWearINF many times,
aquest abric.
this  coat
‘They saw me war it/this coat many times.’

b. Els el feien posar, I abric,
CL-M-3.PL-DAT CL-M-3.SGACC makelMPERF3.PL putINF the coat
als  nens.
to-the children
‘They made them/the children put (ith ¢the coat).’
[GLC 2016: 1018Catalar
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In Spanish, on the other hand, when the object of the embedded infinitive is
inanimate, the clitics corresponding to the arguments of the infinitive verb can form a cluster

and climb (106a), but the object clitan also opt for staying in situ (106%).

(106) Spanish

a. Se lo hice / oi decir.
CL-DAT CL-M-3.SGACC make/ hearPAST-1.SG SayINF
b. Le hice/ oi decirlo.
CL-3.SGDAT make/ hearPAST-1.SG SayINF -CL-M-3.SGACC

‘| heard/made him/her say it.’

However, when the object of the infinitive is animate, the (accusative) clitic
corresponding to this object remains in the embedded cldime is no simultaneous
climbing of he clitics corresponding to the subject and the direct object of the infinitive, if
the direct object is animate (cf. Bordelois 1974, Lujan 1980, Hernanz 1999, Torrego 2010,
Ordofiez 2012). Perception verb complements are affected by the same corEtigint.
observation is due to Lujan (1980). Climbing of the clitic to the causative or perception verb

is forbidden when the clitic has animate reference as shown in (107):

(107) Spanish
a. Juan me dejo /hizo [/ vio/ oyo llamarla
JohnCL-1.SGDAT let / make/ see/ he®AST.3SG call-INF-CL-F-3.SGACC
“ Juan let/made/saw/heard me call her.’
b. *Juan me la dejo / hizo / vio loyo llamar.

JohnCL-1.SGDAT CL-F-3.SGACC let / make / see/ heaasT call-INF

NGLE (2009) claims that the clitic clusters in (107) should be the first of the
combinatorial properties of the clitics in Spanidie clitic me ‘me’ is supposed to have
dative Case, anth/lo ‘her/him’ accusativeCase, so they should be compatible to form a
cluster when the accusative clitic climbs. However, this is impossible.

In Catalan, the accusative object clitic also attaches to the embedded infinitive if it

corresponds to an animate DP (see also GLC 2@B68)>"

0 Cf. Bordelois 1974, Demonte 1977, Lujan 1978, Aissen 1979, Sufier 1980, TrevifioHE984nz 1999,
Moore 1996, Roegiest 200Qydofiez 2012.

202



(108) Catalan
a. Les van sentir insultarla.
CL-F-3.PLLACC  hearPAST-3.PL  insultINF- CL-F-3.SGACC
‘They heard them insult her.’
[GLC 2016: 1018]
b. No et deixaran convidarles.
not  CL-2.SGACC/DAT let-FUT-3.PL  invite-INF-CL-F-3.PL-ACC
‘They will not let you invite them.’
[GLC 2016: 1021]
C. M’ han fet acompanyata a escola.
CL-1.SGDAT makePRES.PERR.PLaccompamiNF-CL-F-3.SGACC to school
‘They have made me accompany her to school.’
[GLC 2016: 1021]

As first discussed by Bordelois (1974), the embedded accusative clitic is prevented

from climbing when two important conditions are obeyed. One magy, as we have seen.

The other one is related to the agentivity of the embedded verb. Bordelois (1974) notes that in
causative constructions the embedded object clitic does not climb to the main clause when the
subordinate infinitive verb is agentive.\&rb like conocer'’know/let know’ or tener‘have’

(that are stage predicatespllows clitic climbing, while an agentive verb suchsadudar

‘greet’ (or others of the same class, liggudar ‘help’, educar ‘educate’, besar ‘kiss’,

abrazar ‘hug’, castiga ‘punish’, amenazarthreaten’) does not allow it. The contrast in

(109bc) is meant to show this observation.

(109) Spanish
a. El me lo hizo conocer.
he CL-1.SGDAT CL-M-3.SGACC makePAST-3.SG know-INF

‘He made me know it.’

*! Recall that the clitic standing for the infinitival subject can also bear dative Case with percepkis. We
always have the two options with this class of verbs. Because the first and seconcltérs coincide in the
dative/accusative form, we cannot know whether we are dealing with one Case or the other. Ehealiffer
be clearly seen with third person clitics. Only third person pronouns differentiate betweenellég énd

ACC (lo/la/los/las.

0] L /L han vist acompanyar ndaa a ' | escola.

CL-M/F-3.SGACC / CL-3.SGDAT  SEEePRES PERR.PL accompanyNF the little girl  to e school
‘They saw him/her accompany the little girl to school.’
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b. El la hizo saludarlo.
he CL-F-3.SGACC makePAST-3.SG greetiNF- CL-M-3.SGACC
‘He made her greet him.’
[Bordelois 1974: 89, fn. 19]
C. *El  se lo hizo saludar.
he CL-DAT CL-M-3.SGACC makePAST3.SG greetINF

S4ez (2009), analysing the class ajfudar ‘help’-verbs, claims that the clitita
cannot climb out of the embedded clause in (110) becauseish®venething special about
the clitic that stands for the direct object of embedded predicate (and, possibly, the same
applies to the other verbs | mentioned aboVég clitic la should be an inanimate clitibat

should be able to climb. This is clearly not theeca

(110) Spanish
a. TU me hiciste ayudarla.
you CL-1.SGDAT makePAST-2.SG help-INF- CL-F-3.SGACC
‘You made me help her.’
b. *T4 me la hiciste ayudar.
you CL-1.SGDAT CL-F-3.SGACC makePAST-2.5G  helpINF

In (110), la behaves as [+animate] clitic and this has consequences for climbing.
When it climbs, it gives rise to a competition between two animate DPs that are co
arguments. In Séez’s (2009) opinion (110) is ungrammatical becausenbatid la check
ther [+animate] feature against the same animetgted functional head (cf. Ormazabal &
Romero 1998). If there is no restructuring, each clitic belongs to a different clause and they
do not compete for the same functional head.

This should also explain ¢hcontrast noted by Bordelois (1974). The third person
clitic is able to climb, because it bears anjmate] feature, typical of a direct object. There
iS no competition between the two arguments, and restructuring is possible. Thraedlitis

an [+anmate] feature, whiléa has an{animate] one.

(111) Me la hizo conocer (la decision).
CL-1.SGDAT CL-F-3.SGACC makePAST-3.SG  KNOwINF the decision

‘S/he made me know it (the decision).’
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The clitic la in the ayudarcomplementsalthough accusativédhehaves as dative
one, ands subject to thenelui constraint (or the Person Case Constraint, see note 43 for
referencesj’ Although superficially accusative, the object @judar ‘help’ acts as an
indirect object. Sdez (20095%proposes that both clitics compete for checking their animate
feature against the same animaelated functional head. This competition is not present in
(111) where the clitics are different.

Another work that deals with these contrasts is Torre@@Gl0). Building on
Bordelois (1974), Torrego emphasizes the role of animacy and agentivity in causative
configurations and the ban on clitic climbing and complex predicate formation when these
two factors are present. She also posits an applicative enédysthe lexical structure of
Spanish agentive verbs. Torrego analyses these verbs as ditransitive verbs whose infinitival
objects are licensed by an Appl head, i.e., they are not regular direct bjecterding to
Torrego, in the causative configuoats in (109¢c-110b), there is a second Appl head that
selects the VP (that, in its turn, selects the Appdi8 a complement. This Appl head (Appl
which introduces the clitito in (109c) orla in (110b)) is a high Appl (cf. ®Wkkénen 2002)
that acts as strong phase (cf. McGinnis 2004), which prevents complex predicate formation
or restructuring of the infinitivé? Therefore, the embedded clitic cannot climb.

(112) [AgentVv* [ve Vhacer [appir2 CI Apply [ve V [appip2 Cl Appla NI]T]]
[adapted from Tormgo 2010: 464]

When the embedded infinitive is not agentive, although it selects an animate object,
clitic climbing is possible because there is no (low) ApplP to interfere in the climbing. Also,
if the embedded verb is a transitive agentive and seladisaaimate object, clitic climbing
can occur without problems.

Whether the ban on clitic climbing in (129.0) is due to a combination of agentivity
and animacy factors present in the complement (cf. Bordelois 1974, Torrego 2010) or to a

competition bateen animate carguments (as proposed by Saez 2009), restructuring should

2 Themelui constraint states that a dative clitic canneappear with a first or second person clitic, but it can
appear with a third person one.

*|n a ditransitive analysis, a vertkdisaludar a X'greet X’ would be descomposed diar un saludo a Xgive

X a greeting .

% Appls are classified by Pylkkanen (2002) as high or low depending on whether they are locataéPabove

below VP. High Appls denote a relation between an eventanddividual, and low Appls denote a relation

between individuals.
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be disallowed. However, an investigation carried out by Pineda (2014) shows that there are

speakers who accept clitic climbing in the previous constructions, in Spanish and Catalan.

(113) a. TU me hiciste llamar /telefonear a la directora.
you CL-1.SGDAT makePAST-2.SG callINF/ phoneINF to the headmaster
‘You made me call/phone the headmaster.’
b. TU me la hiciste llamar / telefonear.
you CL-1.SGDAT CL-F-3.SGACC makePAST-2.SGcall-INF/ phoneINF
‘You made me call/phone her.’
[Pineda 2014: 4075 panish

Clitic climbing is even more present in Catalan, where they occur with the entire class
of verbs Pineda studies. Other agentive verbs subit,ashoot, payandstealconform to the
same pattern (cf. Pineda 2014: 207).

(114) a. Em vas fer trucar /telefonar la directora, tu.
CL-F-1.SGDAT makePAST-2.SG call-INF/ phoneINF the headmaster  you
‘You made me call/phone the headmaster.’
b. Me la vas fer trucar / telefonar.
CL-F-1.SGDAT CL-F-3.SGACC makePAST-2.SGcall-INF / phoneINF
‘You made me call/ptne her.’
[Pineda 2014: 40 Catalan

Data from GLC (2016) confirms Pineda’s (2014) results. Catalan is less restrictive

than Spanish.

(115) a. No et deixaran convidarles.
not CL-2.SGDAT let-FUT-3.PL invite-INF-CL-F-3.PL-ACC
‘They will not let you invite them.’
b. No te les deixaran convidar.
not  CL-2.SGDAT CL-F-3.PL-ACC letFUT-3.PL  invite-INF
‘They will not let you invite them.”’
[GLC 2016:1021,Catalan
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The data presented in these subsections seem to argue against a ‘poor’ complement
clause. Spanish and Catalan distance themselves from other Romance languages in that clitic
climbing is not obligatory in RIC contexts. Sola’s (2002) cosidos are right: clitic
climbing is expected in restructuring scenarios, but this is not the only option. Restructuring
is not a sufficient condition to account for clitic climbing, because the RIC patterns also allow
clitics in situ. As | said, my propogais to simplify the take on this issue and regard
restructuring in the context of causative and perception verb constructions as a verb selecting
for a defective cmplement that lacks complemesati and tense properties (hence,
restructuring would be regded more as an ECM phenomenot). the light of this
discussion, | believe that there is no need to appeal to the postulation of two different
structures or to specific positions where they can occur (cf. Cardinaletti & Shlonsky 2004).
Clitics can attacho different verbal forms, or more precisely, to different phase heads (cf.
Boeckx & Gallego 2008; Gallego 2016; see chapter 4, §2.1.3)

4.3.3. Reciprocal and reflexive clitics

The last set of clitics that | would like to discuss concerns reciprodalediexive seclitics.
They belong to the embedded predicate angeeented from climbing to the matrix clause
(116-117b, d).

(116) Spanish

a. Juan la hizo lavarse
John CL-F-3.SGACC makePAST-3.SG WashREFL-INF
‘Juan made her wash helf’

b. *Juan se la hizo lavar.
John REFL CL-F-3.SGACC makePAST-3.SG washINF

C. La he oido quejase toda la noche.
CL-F-3.SGACC hearPRES.PERA.SG complairREFLINF all  the night
‘| have heard her comgfaall night long.’

d. *Se la he oido quejar toda lanoche.

REFL CL-F-3.SGACC hearPRES.PERR.SGcomplainINF all  thenight
[Hernanz 1999: 2244
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(117) Catalan
a. Li han fet rentarse les mans.
CL-3.SGDAT makePRES.PERF3.PLWashREFL-INF the hands
‘They have made her wash her hands.’
b. *Se i han fet rentar les mans.
REFL CL-3.SGDAT makePRES.PERF3.PLWashINF the hands
[Anna Pineda, p.c.]

C. L he sentit queixarse de tu.
CL-F/M-3.SGACC hearPRES.PERA.SG complairREFLINF  of you

d. *Se I he sentit queixar de tu.
REFL CL-F/M-3.SGACC hearPRES.PERA.SG complairINF of you
[GLC 2016: 1018]

The antecenderdf the clitic se (the embedded subject) must be found in the same
subordinate clause as the reflexive/reciprocal clitic, otherwise the construction is ruled out
(Hernanz 1999, Trevifio 1994).

(118) *La cantantehizo maquillarse
the singer makePAST-3.SG make UPREFL-INF

[Hernanz 1999: 225Kpanish

The reflexive/reciprocal clitisein the complement of causative and perception verb
constructions is allowed in Spanish, Frenahd Catalan, but disallowed in Italian causative
constructions (cf. Ruwet 1972, Zubizarreta 1985, Burzio 1986, Guasti 15993).

In a corpushased study on diachronic Spanish, Davies (1888)vs that reflexivee
was never present on the embedded vedausative and permissive constructions in Old and
Middle (or Early Modern) Spanish, but its use increased in Modern Spanish, botieysith

‘let’ and hacer‘make’. Davies (1995) also mentions tiswas never found with perception

%5 pesetsky (1995: 9%00) comments on theisappearence afein Italian. He suggess that the fact tisat
cannot surface in ltalian causatives does not seem to be due to a constthmtcompatibility between the
syntactic operations underlying causatives and reflexives but rather to a morphological constsEnt o
placement in Italian causatives.
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verbs in OIld Spanish.nl its modern use, the reflexive is almost always present in
complements of verbs of perception.

In Old Catalan it was possible to find complements to perception verbs watidouit
nowadaygshe normis to maintain it attached to the embedded efbGLC 2016: §26.6.1).

As opposed to what happens with perception verbs, the absence of the reflexive/resgrocal
with causative verbs in these constructions is comrAtsina (1996, 2002) and Bastardas
(2003) share the same opinion, thhé presence ofhe reflexive clitic attached to the
embedded verb in the causative construction in Catalan, “although not ungrammatical, is
disfavoured”. Bastardas (2003) concludes that a construction sidlvader alterarse‘He

made him get anxious’ is not ungramical, but it does not sound very natural.

In this respect, the nature of the embedded verb seems to be relevant. Alsina (2002:
2436) provides a list of verbs that tend to drop the reflexive/reciprocal sétiwhen
embedded under a causative vaixecarse ‘wake/stand up’endurse‘take away’,aturar-
se‘stop’, vestirse‘dress’,rentar-se‘wash’, pentinarse‘comb’, canviarse‘change’,mudar
se‘move out’, a.0.GLC (2016: 826.6.2.), on the other hand, claims that pronominal verbs
never drop these clitic (e.g. adonarse ‘realise’, recordarse ‘remember’, queixarse
‘complain’, penedirse ‘repent’, anar-se’n ‘leave’) if the embedded subject is third person
clitic.

First, recall that analyses that defend a monoclenisiusal configuration fothe
causative/perception verbgubizarreta 1985, Guasti 1993, Baauw & Delfitto 2005, a.o.)
assume that the occurrence s# blocks incorporation/restructuring and signals a richer
structure(remember Guasti's (1993, 1996) analysis; see chapter 2, S8iakti (1993)
makes these claims in the context in which Italian causatives, as opposed to French ones,
disallow se in the infinitival complement of the RIC configuration. Her answer to this
asymmetry is that structurally Italian causatives select onlgdrfplements, whereas French
can take a structure that includes some functional projections. Second, the presense of
correlated with the presence of a preinfinitival subject (see Davies 1995). | believe both
arguments are wrong.

| propose that reflawxe/reciprocalseclitics in the infinitival complement are not
properties exclusively of the IC configuration. They also occur in Catalan causatives (with
the exceptions recorded by Alsina 1996; 2002, Bastardas 2003, GLC 2016), and Catalan is a

language hat lacks the IC structure with causatfee ‘make’, exactly as in Italian. Spanish
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follows the same pattern (as shown Treviiio 1994, Hernanz 1999, a.o.). Moreover, it is

irrelevant whether the subject is pog postinfinitival:

(119 a. El reporteo hizo acusarse a la vecina
the  reporter makePAST-3.SGaCcCUSEREFL-INF to the neighbour

b. El reportero hizo a la vecina acusarse
the  reporter makePAST-3.SG to the neighbouaCCuSeREFL-INF

‘The reporter made the neighbour accuse herself.’
[Trevifio 1994: 75Spanish

Therefore, | conclude that person clitics and reflekeciprocalseclitics in the
infinitival complement of causative and perception verb constructions are not exclusively
properties of the IC configuration, they can occur in RIC. This is unexpected under previous

analyses that treated these complementseasly VPs.
5. Conclusions

The present chapter had three goals. First, | introduced the theoretical framework and the
notion of defectiveness as understood in a series of recent works (see Chomsky 2000; 2001,
Sola 2002, Gallego 2009; 2010; 2014).

My second aim wago propose a unified account of the infinitival complemént.
explored the idea that Romance has ECM constructions, and | set to demonstrate that the
infinitival dependents to causative and perception verbs could be analysed as instances of a
(subtype of Romance) ECM configuration. | started from the premise that the IC and RIC
configurations were both biclausal structures and that the overt linear order was a
consequence of the derivation of these constructions. Infinitival complementssetivau
and perception verbs are all defective complements (defective CPs as | argued in a proposal
inspired by Gallego’s 2009, 2010, 2014 work). | concluded that the difference did not rest on
the type of com@ment the matrix verb took bah the mechanmas at stake in the derivation
of these configurations (contra a large amount of literature on the topic; see the previous
chapter, 84).

The third goal of this chapter wasreconsider three potential problems for a unified
account and attempt to accodioik the exceptions they raise. One problem was relatéuketo
variable nature of the matrix predicate in IC and RIC and its consequences for the

monoclausabiclausal conflict. The positioning of the infinitival subject and the Case
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alternations it prodw were a second issue considered here. Apart from justifying them
syntactically, | also investigated the possible semantic/pragmatic effects that are associated
with the two infinitival subject positions, as well as providing a lexssmhantic
charactesation of the embedded subject. The third problem concerned the phenomenon of
clitic climbing and the possibility of having embedded clitios $itu clitics). | tried to
demonstrate that the conflictive patterns that the data above produced do nogangsteaa

unified account.

211



212






